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Although I feel persuaded that no care of the 
Church, nor of her Rulers, can wholly prevent 
Schism, and the prevalence of doctrinal errors, yet 
I am confident that an unprejudiced statement of her 
Tenets, Formularies, and Government, such as they 
are, and not such as they are generally represented 
to be, is calculated to check such widely-spreading 
evils. For if we examine the strange aversion with 
which many of our Dissenting brethren regard our 
Church, we shall find it owing, in a great measure, to 
prejudice against her, and ignorance of what may ba 
advanced in her favour; the opinions of their fore- 
fathers have been assumed for granted by most of 
them,'. having neither leisure, nor perhaps capacity, 
to examine them ; and even the few who have, 
from many and different causes, made themselves 
acquainted and satisfied with the reasons generally 
alleged in favour of Nonconformity, have, I fear, 
but rarely considered whether their convictions, 
however strong, may not possibly be erroneous. 

Impressed with the truth of this conclusion, I have 
ventured to publish the following pages ; to which I 
have been chiefly prompted by a conscientious attach- 
ment to the Church of which I am a Member, and 
a disinterested ambition of contributing, (although 
perhaps, but sparingly) to a clearer comprehension, 
and consequently a wider diffusion, of her principles. 
If I could but feel satisfied that every reader would 
be fully sensible of, strictly weigh, and duly appro- 



ciate, my motive and objeqt in thns publicly avowing 
my " reasons for the hope that is in me/' I should 
experience less hesitation in offering them to bis 
notice, from a consciousness that every justifiable 
allowance would be made for the numerous errors 
and defects of which I have been unwillingly guilty. 
I have been chiefly induced to submit the result, of 
my labours to the public, from an anxiety to effect a 
re-union between ourselves and Dissenters in general, 
by assisting them in the re-examination of those 
doctrines and opinions which they have (perhaps, 
unthinkingly) adopted. In doing this, it has been my 
constant endeavour (where I could possibly avoid it) 
to abstain from all invidious and bitter expressions ; 
because I feel persuaded that as they cannot tend to 
elucidate, so neither can they have any manner of con- 
nection with, religious controversies ; that they cer- 
tainly contribute nothing to the establishment of truth, 
which is never seen through the mists of passion, nor 
discovered by the heat of zeal; and that as they give 
no strength to a bad argument, they are much less a 
grace or advantage to a good one. I have, therefore, 
sought to confute my opponents without anger, and 
to conquer without triumph, to " admonish " each of 
them "as a brother," and to "speak the truth in 
love/ 9 * because it is not the men, but the opinions, 
which I have attacked. But however 1 might wish 
to prevail upon my Dissenting brethren to atone 
for their Schism (for such I fear I must call it) by 
returning into the pale of that Church from which they 
have, I believe, so causelessly separated, yet "this 
was not my sole inducement ; other reasons equally 
cogent have thrust this presumptuous undertaking 
upon me — reasons, founded upon a wish to deter (if 
possible) the wavering Episcopalian from a rash and 

* Epb. ir. 15. 
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inconsiderate desertion of the principles in which 
he was educated. On a perusal of this wprk, be 
will discover, that the objections generally urged 
against our Church lose nothing of their weight by 
the manner in which I have stated them. Truth 
being my only object, I have candidly brought 
forward whatever has at any time been advanced by 
our opponents ; and the impartiality with which their 
reasons for dissent have been examined, will give 
the sincere inquirer an opportunity of following up 
an unbiassed consideration of both sides of this 
important question, which will be found to afford the 
best foundation and most solid security for his con- 
tinuance in the Communion of the Church. In 
the prosecution of the work I have necessarily 
trodden the same path with many illustrious indi- 
viduals who have preceded me, with whose writings 
my humble and unpretending volume has no pre- 
sumptuous wish to compete. Indeed I have not only 
adopted the arguments, but (in particular cases,) th e 
very expressions of (hose authors, to some of whom 
I owe so much that it would be ungrateful to omit an 
opportunity of avowing the obligation.* But although 
I frankly acknowledge that it was not my original de- 
sign to hold out the expectation of an entirely new mass 
of arguments, but rather to collect and arrange the most 
solid, scattered as they were through the numerous 
bulky and expensive volumes in which former writers 
have too frequently deposited their diffuse and learned 
compositions; yet I expect that very much that is 
new will be found in many parts of this volume, — as 
well in the matter, as in the arrangement. I have 
moreover sought to accommodate the whole to the 
capacity of the general reader, by disposing it in an 
easy and simple form, and wording it in a plain and 
concise man ner; rejecting whatever seemed to me 

• Particularly to Bishops Mant, Hall, and Tomline ; Archdeacons Paler and Daubenv » 
and the Reverends Messrs. Hooker, Wilks, Wall, and Claggett J 
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fft be unnecessary, and retaining only what bad a 
direct tendency to illustrate this single controversy. 

1 am fully sensible that we have a great abundance 
of Polemical works, and very many of them truly 
valuable; and I am far from thinking that he who 
adds to the number, must so much as pretend to 
excel all that have gone before him ; T am certain 
that f make no such pretence. But what I have 
chiefly proposed to myself is to compose a work 
which shall not only in size hold a middle rank 
between the more voluminous expositions and the mere 
brief and abstract summaries of this controversy, but 
also in its contents comprise more particulars relative 
to this question than were ever before comprehended 
in one volume. Accordingly 1 have not permitted 
a single objection to escape my notice, but have 
investigated, and attempted to refute, the most trifling 
and frivolous, as well as the more grievous complaints 
against the Doctrines and Discipline of our National 
Church ; because it has been my desire to make the 
grounds of attachment to that Church so manifest, 
that if it were possible, no doubt or scruple respect- 
ing them might remain with any one. 

I have seen fit to arrange the work in question and 
answer for a variety of reasons ; first, because as such 
it will be more intelligible; secondly, because the 
arguments will be more easily remembered ; thirdly, 
that they not only dwell longer upon the memory, but 
that in question and answer, the whole becomes more 
immediately applicable to personal conference; and, 
lastly, because I am decidedly of opinion, that the 
generality of readers are more inclined to accept of 
argumentative reasoning and controversy through 
the medium of question and answer, than in any 
Other way. 



I have now only to intreat the exercise of patience, 
candour, and impartiality in every reader during his 
perusal of the following pages, whatever bis religious 
opinions may be. If he be a Dissenter from lbs 
Church of England, I trust it may awaken bim to 
enquire into the propriety of those grounds fov bis 
Nonconformity, in which he has probably acquiesced 
without particular examination: I would bave hint 
remember that as a Layman, 1 am neither personally 
connected with, nor immediately interested in, the 
success or failure of the unpopular notions which I 
have herein professed, and for which I have pleaded, 
by answering objections against them ; and that as I 
was neither born nor educated in the Communion of 
that Church, my arguments ought to be read with 
greater candour and attention, and myself, for the 
same reason, be regarded with the less suspicion. I 
can assure him, that I feel heartily sorry that there 
should be any occasion for a book of this nature, 
because, " as far as in me lies, 9 ' it is my desire to 
" live peaceably with all men," of every religions 
denomination. 

I would recommend every Churchman, who may 
honour this volume with a perusal, to " stand fast io 
the liberty wherewith Christ hath made him free/ 9 and 
having "proved all things, to hold fast that which is 
good." I would remind him that in the success of 
this question, the honour of bis Church and Religion 
is immediately concerned, and, therefore, that it is 
essentially necessary for him to be made acquainted 
with a subject which so certainly deserves his most 
serious attention ; and I am sure he will not consider 
his time ill-employed thereon, when he reflects on its 
importance to his own private satisfaction, and to 
public security. Finally, I would enforce upon him* 
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(and indeed upon all of us who are Members of tbe 
Church of England,) a careful and diligent observance 
of the sacred prescriptions of that Church to piety and 
holiness that by the purity of onr lives we may stop 
the reproaches, and shame the calumnies of our adver- 
saries ; because let our Church be ever so much better 
than their's, (and 1 trust we all think so,) if we be not 
also proportionably better than they and other men, 
she will rise up in judgment against us at the last. 

I shall only add here my earnest prayer to Almighty 
God, who can make the meanest instrument effectual 
to his glory, and the good of his Church, that He 
would be pleased to give a blessing to this volume, 
that it may be successful in "bringing into the way of 
truth, all such as have erred, and are deceived/' 



SYNOPSIS OF OBJECTIONS 

AGAINST 

THE CHURCH OF ENGLAND, 



1 conscientiously dissent from the Church of England, and in so 
doing I am no Schismatic from the Church of Christ; because 
according to the Scriptural idea of the Nature and authority of 
Christ's Church, and of the Nature of Communion with, and Schism 
from it, I may separate from the Church of England, and never- 
theless continue a Member of the Church of Christ; moreover in 
my separation from the Church of England, 1 am not only no 
Schismatic from the Church of Christ, but I am also no Schismatic 
from the Church of England, for in like manner the Church of 
England separated from the Church of Rome, and thereby justified 
my separation ; for first, the Church of England separated from 
the Church of Rome under a full persuasion that she ought to have 
done so, and I separate from the Church of England under a 
similar persuasion that I ought to do so ; secondly, the Church of 
England separate^ from the Church of Rome for greater purity of 
Poctrines, Worship, and Ordinances, and for the same reason / 
separate from the Church of England ; and thirdly, with respect tar 
(he •Authority by which the conditions of Communion are prescribed, 
as the Church of England denies that the Bishop of Rome has any 
just authority to make rules for her Communion, or to prescribe 
laws for her government, so 7" question the lawfulness of that 
authority by which the Liturgy is established, and those Elites and 
Ceremonies against which I object, are required, because 1 see no 
right or warrant in Scripture that Bishops should either singly or 
Jointly, cither with the civil authority or without it, prescribe to their 
Congregations in Ecclesiastical affairs, because in a matter concern- 
ing his own Salvation I am persuaded that every man ought to be 
left to the direction of his conscience, the following of which will 
justify bim in any mode of conduct he may adopt; especially 
in his choice of a Religion, because Christian Liberty gives every 
man a right to worship God in his own way ; in which persuasion I 
am confirmed by the many appeals made in the Scriptures to the 
private judgment of each individual Christian, requiring him to 
<' nrove all things/ 1 to " search the Scriptures " for himself, an4 to 
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" try the spirits,'* without regard to any Church in so important a 
matter. Bat even if it were otherwise, 1 consider I have many 
weighty reasons for my dissent from the Church of England. 

First, I object to her general constitution as National and Esta- 
blished; which of itself alone would oblige me to dissent from her Com- 
munion, even though the Doctrines preached in her be the Doctrines 
of the Gospel, aud her M misters practised what they preached. For 
a National Church is an Institution fundamentally unlawful, and 
abstractedly sinful ; it has not only no sanction either in the Old 
or New Testaments, but we find that it was decidedly opposed to 
our blessed Saviour's intentions, because he declared that " his 
Kingdom was not of this World." A National Church is moreover 
a perfectly unnecessary Institution ; for, although it may be pre- 
tended that it is expedient for the preservation of morality au4 
religion in a Nation, yet this is confuted by the simple fact of the 
purity of Doctrine and Morals among Members of Dissenting Com* 
munities ; indeed to adduce such an argument;, is nothing less than 
to make a National Church usurp what is exclusively the office of 
the Holy Spirit, and to interfere with the Doctrine of God's Super* 
intending Providence. The case of the Primitive Church of Christ 
is a conclusive proof that National Church Establishments art 
unnecessary, as well as the case of England during the Protectorate 
of Cromwell, and that of the United States of America in the 
present day. I think it certain that Christianity will propagate 
itself, or at least that it may be safely committed to the Providence 
of God, and the voluntary agency of individuals; it being reasonable 
to suppose' that the supply of religious iustruction will always 
accommodate itself to the demand ; and, therefore, that if a people 
value such religious instruction, a National Church Establishment 
is unnecessary, and if they do not, it can be of little or no use. I 
am also of opinion that the advantages of Dissenting Communities 
are not only fully commensurate with those of a National Church, 
but that there is a decided tendency in a bad National Church to 

Serpetuate error; and that vital personal Religion will always 
onri8h in a country under the Providence of God, without the 
assistance of a good one, and be much purer both in doctrine and 
discipline, than if cramped and thwarted by its trammels. In ft 
word, as I believe the Church of England to be but .very imperfectly 
reformed from the corruptions of Popery, so I look upon her 
Rationality as one of the most glaring of those corruptions, making 
the Church a political institution, and a mere engine of the State* 
Nor is this all, the Church of England derogates fFom, and strikes; 
at, the " Headship of Christ ; " for although St. Paul has affirmed 
Christ to be the " Head of his Body, the Church,"* yet the Church 
of England has robbed Christ of that Supremacy, and transferred 
it to a mortal man, whom she impiously styles " the Supreme Head 
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tf Hie Church," and whom ' she allows to nominate to all vacant 
Bishoprics in her Communion, and to convoke, prorogue, and 
dissolve her Spiritual Convocations, &c. 

• Secondly, I object to the character and authority of certain officer* 
appointed in the Church of England ; for she has three orders of 
Clergy, viz. Bishops, Priests, and Deacons, besides Metropolitan 
and Provincial Archbishops, Deans, Archdeacons, Prebendaries, 
and other Church officers not mentioned in Scripture, unheard of in 
the Primitive Church for many centuries, and to be found only in 
her own and the Romish Communion, to which she was indebted 
for them. Now I consider Diocesan Episcopacy to be an anti* 
christian, iniquitous, and tyrannical usurpation ; for I believe 
the order of Bishop to have been unknown in the Apostolical 
age, and to have had its rise in the subsequent corruption of 
Christianity ; because it appears to me to be evident either that the 
Bishop and Presbyter, (or Elder) mentioned in the New Testament, 
were the same order, or that the latter wss a mere Layman* As 
for the pre-eminence of the Apostles, uothing, I think, can be 
learned from that circumstance, because they were extraordinary 
persons, and therefore their pre-eminence died with them ; moreover 
the only one (3t. Paul) who alludes to the office of ''Bishop,** 
makes that office merely Parochial and Congregational, and not 
Diocesan, (as the Church of England pretends) and even then be 
uses it indiscriminately with that of Presbyter. As for the third 
order of Ministers in the Chnrch of England, (viz. that of Deacon) 
it is evident that the Deacons of the Primitive Chnrch were mere 
Laymen, uuordained, appointed by the people, (or congregation,) 
and confined to the care and relief of the Poor. There is every 
reason to believe that for many years the Church was governed not 
.Episeopally, but Congregationally, as is evident from St. Jerome 
• and other Ancient Fathers. This Antiehristian Form of Church 
Government by Diocesan Bishops was first introduced into this, 
as indeed into all other countries, by a Roman Pope f and ie 
manifestly in itself so injurious to piety and religion, that it ought 
to have been rejected by the Reformers ef the Church of England 
at the Reformation, as it was not only generally on the Continent 
by all sincere Protestants, but even in the northern part of this 
very Island. But even if the contrary could be proved, it is 
nevertheless evident that the Bishops of the Church of England 
differ exceedingly from the Apostles and Primitive Bishops, in 
Dignity, Titles, Revenues, and Retinue; but especially in their 
admission into the House of Lords, which privilege tends to hinder 
the exercise of their Ministerial Duties, establishes too great a dis- 
tinction between them and the inferior Clergy, (thereby nourishing 
pride in the former, discontent in the latter, and disqnjetness in the 
whole Cbuveh,) and renders the Bishops themselves from gratitude 
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and expectation of future Preferment, or Translation, dependent 
npon, and obsequious to the Crown. 1 moreover object to the 
system of Private Patronage, adopted in the Church of England* 
not only because it frequently happens that a Minister is thereby 
obtruded upon bis flock without their consent, and often against 
their will, but because it gives occasion to the sin of Simony, 
to Pluralities, and the evils of Jfonresidence, all of which are 
either approved of, or connived at, by the Church of England. To 
this same System of Patronage is to be attributed the Ordination by 
the English Bishops of immoral and worldly-minded Mioisters, 
who suffer their pleasures to interfere with their spiritual duties. 
Finally, on this head, 1 would add that I can find no warrant in the 
Word of God for supposing with the Church of England, that an 
Apostolical Succession is essential to the validity of the Ministerial 
Functions ; and, indeed, even if 1 could be prevailed upon to alter 
my opinion, I should think it exceedingly improbable that the sue* 
cession should have continued in the Church of England, or in any 
other Church amidst the changes of so many nations, and under all 
the corruptions which have disgraced the christian world; and, 
particularly, as it affects the Church of England, if (according to 
her own acknowledgment) the want of an Apostolical Succession 
invalidate Ordination, her own Clergy are no better ordained than 
Dissenting Ministers, (whom she refuses to recognise as Miuisters 
of the Gospel,) because it has been clearly shown by many Romanists, 
that she lost that Succession in her Secession from their Communion. 
Thirdly, I dissent from the Church of England, on account of 
ber stated imposition of a Form of Prayer, not only because I can 
find no warrant in Scripture for the use of & Form of Public Devotion, 
but because I consider all Forms both unnecessary and pernicious* 
Moreover, 1 think that the Liturgy of the Church of England very 
closely resembles the Popish Mass Book ; I also object to the length < 
of its Services, and to its division into short Collects instead of 
being one continued Prayer ; and I decidedly disapprove of the vain 
and unnecessary repetition in each Service of the Lord's Prayer, and 
to its numerous Responses, which are used in no other Protestant 
Church. I see no reason why the Apocryphal Books should be 
read publicly in her Churches, nor why the Psalms by a foolish 
custom should be recited alternately, and every month,- and I 
object to the daily recital of the Nine Canticles, especially because 
five of them are exceedingly exceptionable; the first, (*'Te Deum") 
because selected verbatim from the Popish Missal, the second, 
(••• Beuedicite ") because not selected from the Canonical Scriptures, 
and the remaining three, (" Magnificat," " Nunc Dimittis, n and 
" Benedictus") because 1 consider them too personal for any congre«< 
gation to adopt. The English Liturgy also sanctions many unscrip-* 
toral tenets, which I cannot but condemn ; for in her Apostles' 
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Creed, Christ is spoken of as having " descended into Hell" (i. e. 
the place of torments, for so the compilers meant ;) her Athanasian 
Creed contains two damnatory clauses, which ought to be expunged ; 
in the Canticle (" Te Deum ") it is declared " When Christ had 
overcome the sharpness of death, he did open the Kingdom of 
Heaven to all believers," which countenances the error of those 
who think that the faithful who departed this life before the coming 
of our Saviour, were not made partakers of joy until that time, but 
remained in that place which they term " the J-Ake of the Fathers/' 
lu her Prayer for the High Court of Parliament, every reigning 
Monarch, however immoral he may be, is inconsistently and im- 
properly called a " most religious King." In her Litany she 
requires her Members to pray against " sudden death," which (to 
say the least of it) is a very frivolous petition, because the pious 
ought always to be prepared to die ; the same Litany also contains 
a very unintelligible and nonsensical clause, viz. " By the mystery 
of thy incarnation, by thy holy nativity and circumcision, &c. 
Good Lord deliver us;" it also petitions that "God would be pleased 
to have mercy upon all men," which is impossible, because some 
are vessels of wrath, to whom God will never extend his mercy. I 
v would also observe that this Litany is full of vain repetitions, which 
our Saviour expressly censures, saying " Use not vain repetitions, as 
the Heathens do ;" for the words " We beseech thee to hear us. 
Good Lord," are repeated in it no less than twenty-one times, and 
" Good Lord, deliver us," eight times, &c. In the Collect for 
Sexagesima Sunday, there is a petition "against all adversity," 
which is improper, because there is no promise in Scripture that we 
shall be ever free from " adversity," and, therefore, it is no prayer 
of faith, or of the which we can assure ourselves that we shall obtain 
it. At the Baptism of Infants, they are all declared to be 
" regenerate with God's Holy Spirit," and, in the Catechism, they 
are said to be made at that time, ''Members of Christ, Children of 
God, and Inheritors of the Kingdom of Heaven," which is both 
farcical and profane. In the administration of the Eucharist are 
' many exceptionable things ; for, first the elements of bread and 
wine are called " the body and blood of Christ," whieh expression 
countenances the impious doctrine of the Church of Rome respecting 
Trau substantiation ; secondly, in delivering the elements, the 
officiating Minister does not say (as did our Saviour to his Apostles) 
generally once to all •'« Take, eat, and drink," but to every one in 
particular, " Eat thou," and " drink thou" which is according to 
the Popish form ; thirdly, in the administration of the elements 
the Minister declares to every particular Commuuicant, whether 
elected or reprobated, that " the Body of Christ was crucified," and 
" the blood of Christ was shed " for him, or her ; &c. This 
Sacrament is also administered to the Sick, which is unscriptural, 
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'and a great enormity; and it is also improperly required to be 
administered immediately after marriage. In the Marriage Service., 
the bridegroom is enjoined to make an Idol of his bride, and to 
declare in the most extravagant strain of all compliments, that 
94 with his body he worships her." In the service for the " Visitation 
of the Sick," the Minister declares that '• by Christ's authority 
committed to him, he absolves " the sick person " from all his sins, 
which is both Popish and blasphemous. In the Service for the 29th 
of January, God is intreated to grant " those things which for our 
tin worthiness we dare not ask," a petition which argues baseness, 
servility, abjection of mind, and a Popish fear. The Liturgy of 
the Church of England contains also a Service called " the Churching 
of Women," which foolishly requires them to make a public thanks- 
giving for safe deliverance in child-birth ; I call it foolish, because 
if a solemn and express thanksgiving be publicly made in the 
Church for every benefit, either greater than, or equal to this, 
which every particular individual received, there would be no leisure 
for preaching, for the administration of the Sacraments, nor for any 
attention to secular business. It also contains a distinct Form, or 
" Service for the Burial of the Dead," for which there is no occasion ; 
which Service not only testifies " a snre and certain hope of the 
resurrection to eternal life," of every individual buried, (however 
Immoral his life may have been,) but also expressly and pre- 
sumptuously declares that God " has taken their souls to himself," 
which at all events cannot be true of the wicked. In the Service 
for the 80th of January, commemorative of the death of Charles the 
First, the twenty-seventh chapter of St. Matthew's Gospel, nar- 
rating the crucifixion of our blessed Saviour, is appointed to be read 
as the Second Lesson, by which an odious and blasphemous com.* 
parison is evidently intended to be made between the murder of the 
former, and the crucifixion of the latter. In the Form of Ordination, 
appended to the Euglish Liturgy, the word " Priest " is retained, 
(instead of " Presbyter,") which former term as it necessarily 
implies a " Saerificer," and refers exclusively to the Popish Mass, 
or to the sacrifice of beasts under the Mosiac Law, and by no 
means to a Minister of the Gospel, must, consequently be offensive 
to all pious Christians ; in the same office, for the Ordination of 
Priests, the Bishop is required to bid them " Receive the Holy 
Ghost," but as he cannot give the Holy Ghost, it is folly, not to 
say blasphemy, to bid any one receive it ; and it is equally incon* 
1 sistent and improper in him to say to each ordained Priest, " whose 
sins thou dost forgive, they are forgiven," for " who can forgive 
sins but God?" 

Fourthly, I dissent from the Church of England, on account of 
her pretended right of enjoining unscriptural rites and ceremonies ; 
because I consider that the Scriptures do not only contain all things 
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necessary f$r salvation, bat also all things simply, and ki such * 
manner, that it is not only unnecessary, but also unlawful and 
sinful, to do any thing according to any other Law. The ceremonies 
and rites of the Church of England, against which I chiefly object; 
are the following; First, I object to her observance of Fasts and 
Festivals* because I cannot see how one day can excel another* 
(the Sabbath day alone excepted, which is a divine and nut ft 
human institution,) seeing the light of all the days in the year pro* 
ceeds from one Sun. Secondly, 1 object to her solemn and pompous 
^consecration of Cathedrals and Churches, which I consider as 
unnecessary and frivolous 4 because the presence of a Christian 
multitude, and the duties of religion performed amongst them, 
tender the place of assembly sufiicieutly public, even as the presence 
of the King and his retinue makes the house of any man a court* 
Thirdly* I object to her giving the names of Saints and Angels tm 
Churches, because it is a superstitious and pernicious custom* 
Fourthly, I object to her Rite of Confirmation, not only as Unapos* 
tplicaJ&nd decidedly of Popish origin, but as an idle and unprofitable} 
ceremony ; indeed even if I could be persuaded that Confirmation waa 
of Apostolical origin, (1 mean that the rite alluded to in the Acts of 
the Apostles, (chap, viii.) was the same as that now practised by 
the English Prelates under the name of " Confirmation,") yet I 
cannot see why it should be separated from the Sacrament of 
Baptism, because it never was in the days of the Apostles ; nor can 
I aee any reason why it might not as effectually be administered by 
every Parish Minister* as by .the Bishop ; indeed the circumstance 
of confining it to the Episcopal order (as is the case in the Church 
of England) is a tacit affirmation that the benefit, grace, and 
dignity of this Rite are greater than either of the Sacraments* 
because both of these may be administered by the two inferior 
orders of Clergy. Fifthly, I object to the placing of the Altar at 
the East end of the Church, and to the superstitious custom of 
turning towards it at the recital of the Creed. Sixthly, I object 
to the custom of bowing the head at the name of Jesus, not only as 
an unprofitable and unscriptural ceremony, but because such an act 
of outward adoration elevates the Son above the Father and the 
Holy Ghost. Seventhly, I object to the use of the Surplice and 
other Sacerdotal vestments, by the Clergy, and the assigning a 
different habit to the Episcopal order, because 1 consider the use of 
them as dangerous and unlawful. Eighthly, I object to that part 
of the Rubric of the Church of England which requires her Members 
to stand at the reading of the Gospel, and to sit at the reading of 
the Epistle, which appears to be (to say the least of it) a very foolish 
distinction. Ninthly, I consider the Church of England to have 
been guilty of a dangerous oversight in retaining the sign of the 
Crew* at Baptism, on the forehead of the Baptized Infant, because 
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it is a superstitious relic of Popety. Tenthly, I object to the 
institution of Godfathers and Godmothers, (or Sponsors,) at the 
Baptism of an Infant, not merely because I consider it an unscrip- 
taral rite, but because 1 think it impossible for any one (and 
especially an infant) to answer for himself by proxy ; but what I 
chiefly object to in this institution is the exclusion of the Parents 
from the office of Sponsor, because they are thereby necessarily 
excused from taking upon them the religious instruction of their 
offspring. Eleventhly, I object to the Rubric which enjoins all 
Communicants to kneel at the receiving of the Sacrament of the 
Lord's Supper ; not merely because our Saviour and his Apostles 
did not kneel on that occasion, but because such a posture counte- 
nances the Popish notion of the real presence in, or transubstan- 
tiation of the elements of Bread and Wine. Finally, 1 object to the 
use of Bells in Churches, and to the Ring in Marriage, as foolish 
and superstitious. In all these particulars I perceive too favourable 
an inclination in the Church of England to the Church of Rome, nor 
can I conscientiously conform to her Communion, until she has 
perfected her Reformation from the Errors of that Church, by the 
removal of these obnoxious ceremonies. 

Fifthly, I dissent from the Church of England, because I believe 
that she inculcates Doctrines which are not Scriptural. 

For I. As a Unitarian, I cannot subscribe to the doctrine of the 
Trinity in Unity, because 1 believe that there is but one person in the 
Godhead, viz. the Father ; I am firmly persuaded that the Scriptures 
represent Jesus Christ as a mere man, and as having had no 
existence previously to his birth by the Virgin Mary, and therefore 
I cannot consider Him a proper object for Divine Worship; I also 
can find no authority in Scripture for the Deity and Personality of 
the Holy Spirit. 1 moreover contend, (in contradiction to the 
Church of England,) that the nature of Adam was not corruptedby 
the Fall, and, therefore, that there is no degree of moral incapacity 
in the present race of men. I can see no warrant in the Scriptures 
for supposing that the Holy Spirit exercises any influence upon the 
human mind. 1 caunot admit that any atonement has been made 
for the sin 8 of men in the death of Christ 1 believe that the Soul 
of men does not take its flight for happiness, or misery, (as the 
Church of England supposes) immediately after it has left the body, 
hut that it sleeps until the day of Judgment. Finally, I am per- 
suaded that the torments of Hell are not eternal. In all these notions 
I am opposed to the Church of England, because she is opposed to 
the Scriptures and to Human Reason. 

II. As a Member of the Society of Friends, (improperly, although 
generally denominated Quakers,) 1 differ from the Church of England 
hi several respects, in each of which I am convinced she has differed 
from Christ, and His Apostles. For, first, 1 think it incumbent upon 



all Christians to Submit themselves to the Holy Spirit* for whose in- 
fluence they ought to wait iu profound silence ; 1 am of this opinion 
because I believe that divine inspiration still exists in Man, which 
when called forth, will communicate a divine glow of warmth and light, 
which being received by any one, he will hear a celestial voice in the 
recesses of his soul, because the effects of the divine influence of the 
Holy Spirit are immediately perceptible by an internal and instinctive 
consciousness. On this account I believe Scripture to be only of 
secondary inspiration, because consisting only of words and letters, 
which are unable to illumine the mind. Secondly, I dissent from 
the Church of England on account of her two Sacrament*, vis* 
Baptism and the Lord's Supper* For I consider the Baptism alluded 
to in the New Testament to signify only the gift of the Holy Ghost 
upon a person, or a mystical purification of the Soul, as is evident 
from the words of St. John the Baptist," " / indeed baptize you 
with water, but Christ shall baptize you with the Holy Ghost" and 
\ look upon the Lord's Supper to signify merely the spiritual 
nourishment of the inward man. Both institutions without doubt 
are mere Judaical ceremonies, and ought to be abolished from the 
Christian Church. Thirdly, I object to a distinct order of Clergy. 
Fourthly, I see no reason why women may not be permitted to preach* 
in the Church as well as men. Fifthly, I consider it unlawful to 
take an oath; which scruple I found upon our Saviour's prohibition; 
" 1 say unto you, swear not at all." Sixthly, I regard it as exceed- 
ingly sinful in a Christian to bear arms, because the Scriptures 
describe wars as crimes or judgments. And, Seventhly, 1 object 
to the payment of Tithes, 

III. As an Aktjfosdobaptist, I consider it my duty to dissent 
from the Church of England, because that Church authorises 
the Baptism of Infants, which 1 am persuaded is expressly con- 
trary to Scripture. Indeed I cannot but think it absurd and 
ridiculous for an Infant to be entered into covenant with God, 
because it has no knowledge nor sense; I admit that in the 
Jewish Churcbthey received Circumcision in their Infancy, yet it ia 
evident that it was not to Infants a " seal of the righteousness of 
faith," as it was to Abraham, because they were not capable of 
having any faith at the time of their circumcision, as Abraham had; 
and moreover also because this covenant was not the same as ours, 
being only a carnal covenant to give them the land of Canaan, and 
containing no spiritual privilege or engagement in it. But even 
admitting (which I am neither bound, nor prepared to admit,) that 
there is no reasou but Christ might have ordered Baptism to Infanta 
proportionally to the use of Circumcision, yet as I cannot find that 
be has done so, I think myself required to believe that it was not 
bis intention that Infants should be entered (at least by any visible 
token} now,4 (although they were formerly ;). because neither be, 
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■or his Apostles have expressed any such thing, (as it was plainly 
expressed before) nor have tbey given as any example of it in the 
New Testament ; for from the ascension of onr Saviour to the first 
imprisonment of St. Paul at Rome, thirty years had elapsed, which 
comprise the history of "the Acts of the Apostles," yet in that Book 
(notwithstanding that the Christians must have had many thousand 
children born to them in that space of time,) yet none of them are 
registered in the Acts to have been baptized in infancy; I mast 
therefore conclude that they were not baptized in infancy* Indeed 
enr Saviour in giving his Apostles commission to baptize all 
nations, required them to " teach " them first, but Infants cannot 
be supposed to be taught, because not old enough to team ; and 
therefore in reference to this Sacranent, he says elsewhere, "except 
a man be born of water," which implies an adult, and not a child* 
Since, therefore, Baptism was a new ordinance instituted by Christ, 
his saying nothing of Infants is a sign he meant not to include them. 
Indeed Infant Baptism was condemned by the Fathers of the Church, 
especially by Tertullian, a century after the Apostles, and not 
generally practised until decreed by Pope Innocent, in the year 302. 
We read also of a great many particular Christians who allowed their 
children to grow up unbaptized, as the Emperor Constantino, Austin, 
fcc. that had Christian Parents, and yet were baptized when adults. 
The Baptism of Infants is only recommended by the Church of 
England upon the shocking notion that all unbaptized children go to 
a place of eternal torment ; and all the arguments brought to favour 
it, are upon her own confession, but consequential only, whereas I 
certainly think that in a Sacrament of positive institution, we are to 
expect direct orders, and to keep close to the letter. Even the 
Church of England herself has virtually given up the cause to the 
Antipcedobaptist, because in her Catechism, (speaking of Baptism 
in general) she owns that/oi/A and repentance are required of persons 
to be baptized ; for what she says afterwards of Infants baptised on 
a promise of these, comes too late, when what she says before is* 
established in the general. It therefore appears to me that Infant 
Baptism is not warranted by Scripture. For the tenor of Baptism 
in Scripture generally runs thus : " Repent and be baptized ;" "He 
that beUeveth and is baptized ;" " Baptized, confessing their sins /' 
*• If thou believeet with all thine heart, thou mayest be baptized ;" 
with all which repentance, belief, and confession of sins. Infant* 
have nothing to do. Finally, I object to the mode of administering- 
Baptism, as practised by the Church of England, for instead of 
dipping the persons to be baptized, she simply sprinkles them, which 
is not only contrary to the original intention of our Saviour, and 
the practice of his Apostles, but is at direct variance with the signi- 
fication of the word w Baptize," which is peculiarly and exclusively 
te "4ip," as expressive of the wasking.tway of the pollution of sin. 
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Or, IV. Asa Wesleyan, I dissent from the Church of England, 
First, because that Church does not sanction the doctrine of " the 
Witness of the Spirit," by which I mean an inward impression on the 
soul, whereby the Spirit of God directly witnesses to a Man's Spirit 
that he is the Child ofGod, which witness I consider to be conversion* 
Secondly, because the Articles of the Church of England do not 
recognise the doctrine of " Christian perfection," or that complete 
holiness and sanctification are attainable on earth. Lastly, I dissent 
from the Chnrch of England because she denies Convention to be an 
instantaneous operation: for the cases of the dying thief upon the 
Cross, of St. Paul, of the Jailor at Philippi, aud of mauy others 
recorded in Holy Writ, prove that this Conversion is completed 
always suddenly, very frequently in a moment, and with the rapidity 
of lightning. And 

V. As a Calvinist, I dissent from the Church of England because 
her Clergy do not preach the Gospel; by which I mean the Doctrines 
of absolute Predestination , (or Election,) of Justification by Faith 
only, of the Total Depravity of Human Nature, of Irresistible 
Grace, aud Final Perseverance: all of which doctrines are clearly 
and expressly contained in the Word of God. 

To conclude, if all these objections can be satisfactorily refuted, 
1 candidly promise, instead of vindicating my present objections, to 
recant all that I have alleged against the Church of England, and 
return to her Communion ; for I trust that through the Graee of 
God, I should not for the sake of any worldly interest, how great 
or promising soever, either resist the evidence of any clear argument 
tending to my conviction, or act in contradiction to a convinced 
conscience and judgment, in a matter of this high importance. 



*«* Although I have not consciously permitted a single objection against tha 
Church of England to escape my notice, I nevertheless consider it my duty to 
recommend to the impartial Reader a perusal of the following Publications, 
written in defence of Nonconformity, many of which deserve bis most serious 
attention : 



Abop's Melius Inquirendum, or Sober Inquiry 
Answer to the Inquiry, * Why are you a 

Dissenter?' 
Baxter's Plea for Nonconformity 
Bourne's Vindication of Dissenters 
Brook's Dissent fully justified 
Brooke, Lord, on Episcopacy 
Calaioy'8 Defence of Moderate Nonconformity 
Calder wood's A 1 tare Daroascenum 
Conder'8 Protestant Nonconformity 
Freud's Letter to Bishop Tom line 
Furneanx's Letter to Judjre BlackstoBS 
GUI's Eleven Reasons for Dissent 



Graham, on Establishments 

Henry, (Matthew) on Schism 

Johnson's, (Thomas) Reasons, and farther 

Reasons for Dissent from the Church of 

England 
Newman's Principles of Nonconformity 

sanctioned by the New Testament 
Pierce's Vindication of Dissenters 
Polhil, (Edward) on Schism 
Protestant Dissenter's Catechism 
Robinson's Plan of Lectures on Nonconformity 
Towgood's Letters on Dissent 
Winter's Pastoral Letters of Nowwifonnity 
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INTRODUCTORY CHAPTER— SCHISM. 



Obj. — "I conscientiously dissent from the Church of 
. England, and in so doing I am no Scbismatic/rom the 
. Church of Christ; because according to the Scriptural 
. idea oj the Nature and A utbority of Christ's Church, and 
' vfthe Nature of Communion with, and Schism from it, 
1 may separate from the Church of England, and never* 
iheless continue a Member of the Church of Christ" 



. Q. I.— What is the Scriptural idea of the Nature of Christ's 
Church? 

The Church of Christ is a perpetually visible Society, instituted 
J>y Him for the regular administration of the affairs of His Kingdom, 
, whose Members are united together for their order and Government 
according to the Rules of the Christian Religion, and called iti the 
figurative language of Scripture, the " Body of Christ." That this 
•definition of the Christian Church is perfectly Scriptural may be 
'ascertained by examining its three. principal characteristics, viz* 
, Visibility. Unity, and Perpetuity. Now, first, it cannot be doubted 
4hat the Church is a Visible Society, because it is a Society, and every 
.Society is necessarily more or less visible. Moreover, we caunot 
suppose that Christ would institute an outward and Visible Religion, 
unless he iutenried also to institute an outward and Visible Church: 
and if we recollect that the Church is united to him by a Visible 
Covenant, Visible Sacraments, and a Visible Profession, we must 
believe it to be visible also. The parts and profession of the 
Church of Christ are visible; our entrance into it is in a visible 
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manner by the Sacrament of Baptism, (for we are not admitted 
into it before we have received that Sacrament;) and oar Com* 
manion with it is in different outward and visible acts, which the 
representation of it by a body or building, certainly proves. Indeed 
it the Christian Church be not a Visible Communion, subject to 
certain Ordinances, professing certain Doctrines, and under a 
cerrain Government and Discipline, why should its Founder have 
said " Tell it to the Church \ " If there had been no Visible Church, 
His injunction would have been useless. If it be not a Visible 
Communion, why did He liken it to a " city on a hill which cannot 
be hid,"* set up as " the Light of the World/'t an '< Ensign to the 
Nations,"|| unto which all nations should flee, or it would witness 
against them, and wherein its Members " should take sanctuary and 
find a refuge ) " It is therefore evident that the Scriptural idea of 
the Church of Christ comprehends Visibility as one of its qualities. 
Nor is the Church less a United than a Visible Society, because 
Unity is essential to its very existence, which unity consists in that 
uniformity which all its Members profess in Belief and Practice, 
who are compacted together by the bands and ligaments of one 
common Christianity. When I say that Unity is essential to the 
Church of Christ, I by no means wish to be understood as supposing 
it incapable of division, or separation, b*ut as merely asserting that 
Communion with it must be uninterruptedly maintained, and sepa- 
ration from it as constantly avoided ; because I am perfectly satisfied 
that as God has instituted an outward Church as well as an outward 
Religion, so Commnuion with the former must be as obligatory as a 
Belief in the latter. Surely if Christ be the Vine, it is incumbent 
npon us to continue the branches, seeing that "as the branch cannot 
tear fruit of itself, except it abide in the Viue,"§ no more can we, 
except we abide in Him, even as " by one Spirit we are all Baptized 
into one body. ]; Thus we find upon reference to St. Paul's First 
Epistle to the Corinthians, that that Apostle argues from the con- 
nection which subsists between the Members of the Natural Body, 
the necesssity of a similar connection subsisting between the Mem- 
bers of the Spiritual Body, for "as the Body is one, and hath many 
Members, and all the Members of that one Body, being many, are 
pne Body ; so also are Christ," and his Churcb.H From which he 
very naturally infers that no Schism, no Division, or Separation, 
should take place in one body more than in the other, but that we 
all ought to " endeavour to keep the Unity of the Spirit in the bond 
of peace," because " there is but one Body and one Spirit, and but 
one Lord, one Faith, and one Baptism."** But, thirdly, not only 
is the Church a Visible and United Society, but it is also a Perpetual 
Society; I mean it will be always a Visible and United Society, as 
is evident from those numerous Texts of Scripture which speak of 
the Church as a Society that not only exists, but as a Society that 

• Mattb. r. 14. f John till 18. || Is*, t. 86. I John xr. 4. * 1 Cor. xtt.13. 
f 1 Cor. xtt. 11 »* JBphoi. It. S, 4, * 
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prill continue to exist until the consummation of the World, and 
with which Christian Communion will be perpetuated to the end of 
time. And now that we have seen what is the Scriptural idea of 
the Nature of the Church of Christ, (which I could easily prove to 
have been also the old and established notion received and adopted 
In the very earliest ages of Christianity by the Successors of the 
Apostles,) we will turn to the definition given of the same Society 
by our Dissenting Brethren, who conceive it to be "a voluntary 
Society of Christians meeting together to attend Gospel Ordinances 
in the same place."* Now here is no certain and necessary 
idea of Visibility, Unity, or Perpetuity ; of Visibility, because 
from the circumstance of its being, according to their own defini- 
tion, a Voluntary Society, there cannot exist that Form of exterior 
consistence which is essential to the idea of Visibility ; of Unity, 
because it is equally applicable to all assemblies of Christians, 
and is consequently comprehensive of all the different Sects into 
which the Christian Church has been divided ; of Perpetuity, 
because every " Voluntary Society " is capable of dissolution. But 
it has been proved that Visibility, Unity, and Perpetuity are 
essential characteristics of the Christian Church, and consequently 
the definition given by our Dissenting Brethren must be defective. 
It remains therefore to be shown what and wherefore they objeet 
against the definition which I have reason to believe is warranted by 
Scripture, viz. that " the Church of Christ is a Visible, United, and 
Perpetual Society." Now from all that I can learn, their objections 
against the Visibility of the Christian Church are founded upon the 
apparent impossibility of wicked men being Members of Christ's 
Visible and Mystical Body. But if I may be permitted, I would 
express a fear lest they may have committed an oversight in this 
respect, by uot having sufficiently discriminated between the Visible 
and Invisible Body of Christ. Thus they have been ^induced to 
suppose that at the time of the impending flood, the Family of Noah 
contained all who at that period were Members of the Visible Church. 
But I think that upon examination this will be found to be a mistake; 
for the Visible Body or Church of Christ comprehends not only the 
true Members, but the profane sinner also ; because the Visible 
Church is the great House of God, in which the Righteous and the 
Wicked, the Sheep and the Goats, the Corn and the Chaff, are 
mingled together. It was upon this principle that our Saviour 
compared his Church to " a net cast into the sea, and gathered 
of every kind."t it was upon this principle he compared it to " a 
wedding that was filled with guests both good and bad,"|] and to 
"a field sowed with good seed and tares,"§ in which the latter, mani- 
festly known and seen by all men, grow intermingled with good corn, 
and will continue to do so unto the end of the World ; thereby imply* 
ing that His Visible Church established upon Earth, consisted of 

' ' . • VM» "The Protestant Diisentefa Catechism." IPart II. Sett I. Quart, a.) 
f Matt. xffl. 47. 1| Matth. xii. 1U \ Matt xiii, fi& 
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Members botti good and bad, like " wheat and tares/' and " gathered 
of every land." Thus, those who worshipped the calf, in the wilder- 
ness, who adored the brazen serpent, who worshipped Baal, and 
the Gods of other nations, notwithstanding the manifestations of 
the wrath of God upon those several occasions, were nevertheless 
Members of his Visible Chnrch, because they retained the Law of 
God, and the Holy Seal of his Covenant, even in the depth of their 
Disobedience and Rebellion. But 1 am aware that here an insur- 
mountable difficulty presents itself to our Dissenting Brethren, and 
that we may be asked how can the Wicked partake of a Mystical 
Union with Christ 1 ? Now I would reply that the Body of Christ ik 
railed His Mystical Body, not on account of any Mystical Union 
with Him, but from Mystical reasons which St. Paul, his Apostle, 
explains in his Epistle to the Ephesians,* wherein he compares this 
'•Mystical Union between Christ and His Church to that of a husband 
' and wife t for as the wife is called the wife, the very flesh of the 
husband, so is the Church of Christ called ; and the reason why the 
wife is so called, is' because she was formed out of the side of the 
jrian, and the reason why the Church of Christ is so called is because 
'she was formed out ot t!he pierced side of Christ, for "out of it 
came water," representing Baptism, "and blood," representing 
'the Lord's Supper. Now if these mystical reasons, for which the 
Church is called the Body of Christ, include wicked. professors, and 
'Concealed hypocrites, as well as truly good raen^it Is evident, th*t 
'wicked men may be said to be tlie Members of the Mystical Body 
'of Christ, without such a Mystical Union with, Him. For thgt 
wicked men arc Members of Christ's Mystical Body, I think veff 
certain ; because they may be united by Covenant to Christ, and 
'those who are thus united must necessarily b^e Members of HU 
Mystical Body, because* Christ, has but one Pody, which is H|i 
'Church and Mystical Spouse. Our Dissenting Brethren should 
Vecollect that Men maybe in Covenant wit^ Christ, and notperform 
the Conditions df that Covenant, nor obtain the rewards of it,. . M^r 
'not wicked meri liVe in Visible Communion, with the Church.! . tylay 
tfiev riot lie Baptized 'in the name of Cjirisft j\Iay thejyiftt. feast 
At His Tabid 1 Certainly : they are., therefore,, i# ,yisi$e : fto venanjt 
-with Him ; because if the Sacrameuts qb'Wt prove* that we ace jfi 
'Covenant with Christ, no man can tell whetljer he t>e,in Qpvenant 
or riot. Now all that are in Covenant with Christ are his Body, and 
*hhless we can find two Covenants, anil two bodiep for Christ, we 
must' admit that Good and Bad Men in thjs tVorld are in the.sam& 
'CdVeffant, and Members of the same Cpvenant, and Members of th$ 
sam'eBody. Our Saviour tells us, that there arc some Branches in Him 
thai" bear no fruit, but they are in Him for all that, although hereafter 
they shall be taken away, and separated from him ;t and St. Paul 
flissurfdes the Corinthians from Fornication by this Argument, that 

+ Eph. y. 25—32. t John xr. & 
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tliey are Members of the Body of Christ : " Know ye not," says he, 
" that your Members are the Members of Christ ; Shall I then take 
the Members of Christ, and make them the Members of an Harlot 1 
God forbid ;"* which supposes that such a thing may be done, that 
the Members of Christ may be made Members of a Harlot, and that 
supposes that very wicked men may be Members of the Body of 
Christ. It is therefore evident that every definition of the Christian 
Church, which, (upon this, or auy other principle,) excludes Visi- 
bility as one of its essential characteristics, cannot be considered a 
Scriptural one. But, secondly, as 1 have observed, the notion enter- 
tained by our Dissenting Brethren of the Church of Christ does 
not include Unity, because " a Voluntary Society " may mean any, 
and every Society of Christians, and is therefore comprehensive of 
all the different Sects into which the Christian Church has been 
divided. But this idea is evidently subversive of one great t«*d 
.which Christ had in view in the establishment of His Church, vixw 
.that " the Unity of the Spirit, and the Boud of Peace," might be 
.preserved among its Members. For upon the supposition that every 
Society of professing Christians is the Church of Christ, (which the 
definition of " a Voluntary Society " evidently implies,) the Church 
must in that case consist of as many separate Societies under dif- 
ferent forms, as there are fanciful men to make them, and coBae- 
4|uently is no longer in that collected state in which it is possible to 
live in Communion uilh it ; for before the Members of the Church 
can live in Communion with each other, the Church as a Society 
must be at Uuity in itself; but according to the definition of "a 
Voluntary Society," the Charch may be any thing and every thing 
that men please to make it ; and if so, there can be no such sin as 
Schism in the World, because the sin of Schism pre-snpposes the 
Establishment of (me certain Society by Divine Authority, with 
which all Christians are obliged to communicate; indeed separation 
from it in such a case becomes impracticable, because a Society 
must have acquired some regular and collected form, before a separa* 
tion from it can take place. It is, therefore, certain that the Churchi 
of Christ cannot be " a Society," (i. e. any, or every Society,) " of 
Christians meeting together to attend GospelOrdi nances in the same 
place ;*' and still less can it be " a Voluntary Society," excepting so 
tor as it is left to the choice of every man, whether he w'M be for 
ever happy or miserable, because it is a Society, of which all men 
are obliged to be Members, as they value their eternal happiness. 
The exclusion, thirdly, of perpetuity from the Dissenting definition 
of the Church of Christ is another proof of its defectiveness. 
The Scriptures invariably represent the Church of Christ as a 
Society, which will always be visible, and therefore it cannot be* 
(as our Dissenting Brethren .suppose,) a mere Assembly of men, for 
Assemblies are rather things that belong to a Church. Men are* 
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futombfctt far tin* performance af public actions* Wt whontlKti* 
frictions arc ended, the Assembly dissolves itself, a»d is tn longer iti 
being ; but tbe Church which was assembled continues* no toss after- 
"wards than before. We may, therefore, conclude that the Church 
lef Christ is correctly defined as " a Perpetually VMble Soetety, 
whose Members are United together for their Otter End Govern* 
ment according to the Rules of the Christian fteltgiom" ft *riH 
iiow be necessary to carry, this definition farther. The whole 
Catholic Church of Christ thus defined implies all true Christian 
•Churches united together by the bands of'Union*, >andsuch HCtstf 
<Jomrannioii as distinct Churches are capable of, and obliged to $ 
consequently it comprehends tfic whole number of Christians in aM 
places admitted into the Christian Church by lawful Baptism, and 
gathered into particular Churches under their respective Churcfc 
Governors, united to one another and to Christ their Head by on* 
common Christianity, pwblicly professed in assembling* together at»4 
worshipping God, and in the frequent participation of the Eucharist; 
instituted by Christ as a federal rite of His Church, aptly repre* 
seating not only the close connection between Him and His Church* 
but also the mutual fellowship of one Christian with aodthoT.* These 
particular Churches make up the Catholic Church of Christ as homo* 
genous parts which have all the same nature ; and like >1 he mart 
body of the Sea, which being one, ye* within different precincts ban 
different names, as the Red Sea, the Black Sea, the* Mediterranean 
Sea, &c, so the Catholic Church is in like afatiner divided kitto a 
number of distinct particular Churches, each of which is teimeda 
Church within itself, being a separate branch of the Catholk, c* 
Universal Visible Church upon Earth, as the CbuYche* of tingtaal 
and Ireland, the Episcopal Churches of Scotland and America, tbe 
Churches of Denmark, Sweden, and Rome, and tbe Greek Church 
in Russia, and in the East. To apply the foregoing remarks toiUt 
tease of the Church of England, bywhtch Ttnean that Society of 
Christians, who in England are united together «rider the saw* 
profession of Faith, the same Laws of Ecclesiastical Go vermmeu^ 
land Rules of Divine Worship. Now i readily admit that such a 
Ghnrch differs very greatly from that of *a Vollintaiy£oci*ty>,".ba4 
as 1 have shown that the Church of Christ is noti M ia> Voluntary 
Society/' so likewise it will be necessary to show that the< forego fen g 
definition of the National. (flittrch of England is not at variance wjtii 
the Scriptural notion* of %he Churoh of Christ. I *»ve already 
proved tbe Church J to >bs u a Society of Men united! together £<* 
their Order and Government according to the Rales of the ; Christian 
Religion." Now since the lowest kind of that Society j<Via; Con- 
gregations for Worship, are called Churches; .swkcoibe, largest 
Society of all Christians is accounted a true; €alboKc Church; awfl 
both from their union and consent in some common thing ; wiry may 
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not a National Society agreeing together in the tame Faith, and 
trader- the same Government and Discipline, be as truly and properly 
a Church as any particular Congregation! For the measure 
of extent doc6 nut oiler the nature of the thing; the Kingdom 
of France being as truly a Kingdom as the small Kingdom of 
Sardinia ; and as several families make one Kingdom, so several lessor 
Churches make one National Church. We may, therefore, infer 
that the National Church of England perfectly corresponds with the 
Scriptural ddea of? the Nature of a Christian Church. 
.- Q. 2.— With wimt authority has the Christian Church been 
invested by its JJivine Founder ? 

Unity being an esseutial characteristic of the Church of Christ, 
(as has been already- showu in tfie preceding answer,) we must 
necessarily suppose. that our blessed Saviour, in tfea foundation of 
Wis Holy Institution, made all needful provision to preserve it, by 
securing to His Church sufficient authority for that purpose, in order 
to control Schismatics, and enforce th«U Communion with it. This 
he could do no otherwise than by iuveatiug it with all the 
powers which the nature of such.** Society instituted by Himself 
to Goatiuua to the end of the world, required. For this purpose 
we i'nd that He ordered all final appeals to be made to it* 
earing* . " Tell it to the Church;" and chose Twelve Public 
Holers* ^called. Apostles, as Judges of Ikelegiu&tical, matters, wham 
He invested with the very same authority tha$ He- Himself had 
received from Hitt Father, saying. "AS my Fat hot sent me, EVEN 
§0 send 1 you."* We find that, these Twelve Apostles exorcised 
aliis Authority tbus conferred Upon them. That at Corinth, St. Paul, 
in bis . absence, excommunicated* absolved, and enacted laws.'t 
that ha directed the Laity to <1 Obey " the Prelates '* that had rule 
«fcer them; /and* to auJbni&t'hemsclves,!! since they watched for their 
*wilfl,;a* they that mi^t gwe ur<;o.ui>t :" that he commanded the 
Romans i&nMneir ** Obedieace" ito Church authority, and declared 
that on -that accounts he was glad in their behalf :" tjiat he com- 
manded the, Corinthians to obey hin),T-".Be ya followers of me/' 
say&;hej/ f '«v*mrias 1 am of Christ,}' and- pravsc,d them because they 
J' reimetatierfidibhii/ n ia<nd lia authority " in all fcbiogSt and kept his 
iwdioji^aiQajeiveiiasjbedetivcred them to then*,' V' asking no qoestioa 
^J , ^;(or'o^r')<rJOte^^ce of) ^con8e^5J^oe^aico r ' , bat merely because 
Jib Ifaoi ordained'? (or commanded) "iu all Churches V under, his 
.jSpisoofial.darisdtotmf)* We find i hat St. John, another Apostle, J 
$Hmjrecbv«ufte lDiotmphes, because * iu the true spirit <of Korah, 
Gloving tot tease the pre-eminence/ 1 he had created a division among 
the bretbx^i^uby resiftthig the snf»erior autbority of his Bishops 
ftrbicb\ character* St. Paul. had previously condemned iu these words, 
■# If any mau obey not our word by this Epistle, note that man, and 
have no company with him, that he may be ashamed.'^ Wo find 
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that the Apostles being regarded as ^he. chief ^Stewda" of ,. 
Christ's Household, and entrusted pth the care ayd government of 
it, very early drew up, and agreed upon a short s,ummaf y of Faith* * 
fof the use of the Church of .Christ which eaqlp of, them sent tQ ho >. 
carefully preserved aAdf 'maintained by the several Chnrcl\qq of his < 
uwn p 1 a 1 1 1 at i o [i , to h 1 c li A i i m qi a r y id call cd ^n, Script n jjo, V t^e Form, , \ 
of sound Words, 1 '* " ^^f^mW^WPIP^^I!^ 1 ^*!^^ 1 ^ *^*- : P^PW'* ll * , ?tf- . f | 
ur " thirpg- committed to the trust "|j of £ ia^o^f. ,-, \ JVJ.oreoyerif^vq ;> 
immire into the practice of the ^pbsllc^ ^e^h^U f fiad r that ; ^si4w». » 
ilia stand in* Rules of I he Gospel, they esujblisl}efl n^f uyj fte^lflMfuif,, , 
as the several occasions of ilie Chinches pu,der theif care, required* , . 
We shall' fiti'd that in many of St. Puiil^.^^l^j^esppc^allyin :j 
those to the Corinthians,) he .^reacnbesi g^ic^\aj , r l j[^ejs i j^r jLhq/j 
decency of Divide Worship, ^he avoi liu^ :t o/.sca^fJajf^di : <it^er v 
things which were not determined by ^'jjfNjtjJi a^jdjiij -&l}p&k$ of :i 
customs which be "himself and other Apos^l^es^^jije^ia^jllfft: 
Churches observed^ \Vo shall } -find* tha^j^fwua^ii^i^^rjosei^, ^ 
few years after the Ascension ofo.m ^avip^i;,. ^ncern^jth^-neces*!* p 
aity of circumcising the Gentile car^erts/tp&^^s^lef ttftfl ( jKJcJ^r§ f, 
met at Jerusalem, and made a decree uj>ou,t^e,^^yeqt,,Aijh^hr^hey« ••. 
communicated to the Churches then eslal^sjm^ ift } c|jfl^c#yi^t*jofl ; /fc 
Asia, and required their obedience to it ■ wA^jh.c'auj^tbej^piadjto, > 
be ati instance of authority exercised tyf thfy^jnpc^ finder the; -., 
direction oi the Apostles, in a vontrorf 1 ,^ tf Jfijiiffo. j YY-e.fshatyfiflii < j 
that St* Paul ci]joi[ied Timuthy, Bishop of Ephe^iis,,, ff,^0(\, charge '?.' , 
his Clergy /'to teach no other rfocuiue ",tban, t whaj; the. GospcJ r 
sanctioned^ and that be requested Titus^. . pish$p- of Crete,. tq } , \ 
V reject after the hV^t and second ad|np^U|o^ <J .a J ^^ J ^a]t^Sj A 4Ufco i 
H ere tic ; ' 'TL fro iu w h ich it is e. v id e n t , that Ximo t h£ ajitf ,'^it as, bad, ^ 
authority Q\ei\ them . jo rrgnhitc the jjta/$ ©Jf all the, iQhurcftes irt t 
the'fiiocese ^ver 'wiiip 1 ^, V' 1 ^ j^R^ :-?ni>y , .H*. , ^4 ,:V?> Ww4^/^r^{«fr j* ,.- 
thcrOhe Instance cpraprchei\tted ^^yast'po^pni'Of^^lafija^i-^p the, ^ 
ottfer Vbe 1 hiih'dpe'd cities o^ J^rcte ; aQ(J Jha.$ Titus,. wasf^xpiJe^iy ;> 
dir^tt^to ;^cluiie ^fr^^om^an^^ '^h t^e .C^urph^f (J^rjsjt.^tiy ,^» 
petfsbn 1 $tyo .persevered in ^ or' Heretical ouj^iom}-;, ? 

and, fhcrefdre, there must have, bee)i, eyen f; a i t l ti)at ! early pe^^, ; > 
some fif&ct 'iesf 9 %y vyhjcti tyg '. ^Witb oi pressed C ( h$ is|iajis jwas 'to, . r 
be jud^ed'( auS the cm 

by 'Ajro&uftcinl At^tlm^ t From^a^hfa^hef n ^ 

already urge,d s upon 'fhii|sii^jec^ it,, is certain tfyaf^the Ctyqrclfoof \ 
Clrrist ^as been Vested .with an \q$ftQfityjx^ . , 

an%. thtemonies, (wbipii it is my in t(jn t'iou to proy e, pw$ clear^ in? t r 
my Fjft&Ctoapier,) but also] to interfere 4p Corii^i^i^ieis^^p^. 
Burth^e' is Another" ^--^--'- - — *- — --»• -- '^'- ' - s '--- - — --' -- j 
Ministers 1 bjf the Cilrisl 

or a Right tb 'execute 

.:. \ m Z''fn" r ^ / l - 

■v ' . i • TTit.iii.Wt- «' ? ' ~ - ,3t ' ^ * 



is, the power of judging and censuring offenders', and of excluding! , 
them from Church Communion. This will be evident, if we consider 
the Church, I. As a Satiety, fur this authority is. exercised by all 
Societies whatever; tl. As a Society, the privileges of which are 
conditional ; and 111. As it has received this power frum our. Lord* a 
ImtihtiffliffoT fie "said to Peier, " I will give unto thee/'.. (t 1m t ja f> 
Peter, atra -with him to the reit of the Apostles,) " the Keys of the 
the^ -Kingdom 1 of Hca^etf, Vt'd whatsoever thou shaft" bind oh the 
Earth- sfmlllw bound in Heaven, and whatsoever thou s.nalt loose. t 
ou Earth affcafr he lobietl in Heaven;"* the meaning of' which pro-, 
niiseis^ttiahiftstiytfiis, that the Apostles and their Successors j,utbe ) 
Episcopal 'Office • 'should ; be chief GoVernors of the Church' wider. 
C11rlst; , antr , as/suc ,, h : sHottld Have authority^ admit and exCjhiile, to .. 
coiidem'n i or > abs6lTe, whom they judged cbnv'enient, whjcf), is certain 
frotti artbt^r fflfesftgfc, ni J w1iich our Uord'having previously cautioned '.. 
bi9-'DisdfJley*f ifdtth^y 1 jflibnld ifot iifferfd'ottiers, jirocecds\oiu struct ' 
thcfm^tjlw 'to' bh\\stvt themselves wheu others sboul'4 offeiicf (hem. 
That;'first,tfiey s/hduhf pWytffeljf '* admonish, "'the offender) if this, 
did , nfct ! br , iti£ film rtb' repentance', they should then reprove him 
" WfordWb'or ? thf'eib'w^tt<esse^ ;" but irthis also proved unsuccess- 
fnl^ , thfc I ?r < aas J e > ;r'etofefdy should be to u tell it, to the Church ;" and if 
the^ctenater , shtl ,;f ne£tecte'd to Q iiear, (as t^ieir authority was' 
whbily 'sprritua! at j that time, 'and they could not inflict; any 
£f&/ : ptoiiistrttfcnt b^'trim,)' WuV Lord directs "them to account the . 
ohstiimte offender' '&S **an heathen or a publics ri,"t they should 
\oite on 1 'him riti 1 longer as a Member of the Church, but plajce l 
him*' among* itifid&l&y 'and otfief proftig&te men,' whose convex 




wtofch ft'pleaseti'God tOatt^st the Episcopal Authority of " retaining 
sinSi" fryWabfingSt, Peter to strike both tbe offenders with instant 
deatth if atuT from 5 ' tire case . of ' the incestuous. Corinthian;)) whom 
St. PM having « r delive ! rM to Satan, ,> excluded 1 from the Church of!', 
Chrlsl, fofc thb' crime 4 6f incest, rind afterwards received again tQ 
CotbiMfflof(4fcnon' repentance. And this power was uo v l coi^fiued to / 
thd'A'poMtf^I'mil was to be continued to their Successors ; w# bav<* " - 




rec^lV^Vdraiihc^usktfoii^hnt before two or.(hree witnesses ;"§ aud , 
if Hb Kfcd'/pbwer 'Mtb 1 '*' rttc'efv^ '-'ticcusalKHisV' iiid "'hear witnesses,'* 
lie teVst*haVe v iiad itulhrWifyio pass some censure upon them,, if they t . f 
-werV'foifftd ll gtiTlty > , '£ sfmiTjtV^rtower or authority was vested in the , 
Avtfflnffo Bl^ho^s bf f fhe : Seven 'Churclies mentioned 'in the lleve- V 
latftnWt^foV^lfe'lBish^r/^f ^garnqs' was 'severely reproved fur " 
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having the Nicolftitans in his Commaaion ;* aud the Bishop <*f 
Thyutira, fur " suffering that woman Jezebel ;"t which manifestly 
implies, that they had authority to exclude them from the Church* 
because otherwise they could not hate been blamed for permitting 
them to remain in it. Now as it appears that the Church is a com* 
l>letc Society, wherein some govern and others are governed, the 
private Members of this Society are required to obey their Governors: 
mid this is evident from what has been already said, wherein it in 
.proved that our Saviour aud. his Apostles required all Christians to 
.yield obedience aud submission to their Spiritual Rulers; for as ifl 
their authority, such is to be our submission : so far as they have a 
right to command, &o far are we bound to obey. So that the obe- 
dience which weowe to our. Spiritual Governors, consists in observing 
.all thpir injunctions that are contained within the bounds of their 
* ora mission ; in submitting to that discipline which they shall iu- 
/lict; anq in obeying all such Regulations' as tliev shall think con* 
ducivc towards the •' edifying of the Body 1 of Christ/' This is our 
<luty ; for things which are indifferent in their nature, when com* 
jnanded by lawful ayth&rity, are 'no longer indifferent to us, but 
become necessary iu {heir use; aud in disobeying them that have 
"the Rule over " us, w/b disobey (cod, whd 'has cotnmauded us to 
be " subject for cofiicieuce sake;*' and therefore ^ve must be so/, 
from a sense of that right which they fiavcto ttbramauo!, intrusted 
to them by (jo<f dur'Saviour, and of that great' penalty to which w(5 
arp liable by our contempt ; " fur lid that despiseth them, dfcspiseth 
Jlim that sent them."jj Let n,o one suppose, however, that thia 
Authority was confined to the a ( ge'of the ApSsjtes; for $t. Igtiatiui, 
who bad been orclained by Uieini jyid the! whole ofwhose'tthristiao 
instruction must have Wen ' received r ?foto th6niv insist s« very f re* 
quently upon defcreiice aud submission to Churtfh authority; tfhieri 
^every one who resists he declares to hi*' (^efiled .in his* cohstierice."^ 
Jreuaeus^ Tert\jllian, iJrcgory ]!&iiziauWn, ; ftntJ't)rigeir, enforce th£ 
aujine 'submission. to Church Authority in maders <>f exteniaT Forms, 
and'boctrinfll Controversies ; aficl many of the driclenl:' leathers con- 
sider Church "Au^oriiy'^b 1 SacK*d,' that they Scriiplc noVto afirm 
.ihfit he, who opposes it resisl6 I ) .th j e'Holy/Gh6st. 'We find 11 was the 
ijonslaui'pl'actice, in eveW succeeding a£e,. of the Chtirph to cnacjt 
taws 'for the maintenance df ii's outward pence ahd order, for which 
purpose it had received 0iiisty Authority, which descended from fliai 
and the Apostles, from bishop to Bishop, as an estate descend afro ifc 
leather to Son, or as^the'LaWs bf*any Company,' or 3oeiety, descend 
to successors. I do ndt mean (hat the CJinreh ever had' author ity td 
.change any of ihe Divine Laws, Or to impose any article of faith;, 
.or Itule of Moral Duty, or to prescribe ally condition of Salvation-, 
.which is neither expressly contained in the Scriptures, nor can 
xertaiuly be inferred from them ; biit that upon the breaking oui 
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•f iny difference or Controversy upon religions subjects, it had a 
fight to interpose iU authority fur the closing, and settling of 
the same ; because if net, it would .he very deficient in its Constitn* 
lion as waiting power to secure its Unity, and consequently both Us 
.being and .well -being. Now the Constitution of the Christian Church 
is the same in the present day as in the Apostles 1 times, and in 
the Primitive ages of Christianity, or .when was it alteredl lr> 
therefore, our ble*&e4 Saviour, His Apostles, and. th< \r immediate 
finccessors, spolfe so decidedly upon Church Authority with a vicvt 
tef guarding its Al embers against resistance to it, would they not 
also have condemned any resistance to Church Authority in the days 
In which we live? /JDidthcy not cojisjdej.sjich disobedience, as iheii 
practised, as the greatest of all crimes, because it directly. counter- 
acted the Divine plan in the Establishment of the Church 1 Did 
not the preservation of' respect fa* the Governor* of the Church 
constitute an object of such importance in their eyes, as to 'subiecl 
tiie least opposition to fhetft to their severest censure ? ^ricii woutfi 
they have employed language less, strong in condemnation of any 
Opposition to Church Authority in the present day 1 Especially ijt 
Ve bear iii mind that in all ages the law of Private Reason ought to 
give place to the Jaw of Public Judgment rj>eca?isc the public power 
of all Societies is above every soul confined in the same Societies, 
and the. principal u$e of that ppwer is to give Laws to all who ard 
under it, which law*s in such ca^es it. is incumbent upon every one 
to ©bey, Hulessa reason be shown wh,icb satisfactorily proves that thd 
Ijuw ef God enjoins the coiitrary ; because, except our own privatp, 
and but probable revelation*,. be overruled by the Law of Public defer* 
tnioaljon, we remove , all possibility or' social, life in the World. 
This is apparent in nothing, more than in deciding upon the legality 




|>f judgment Wlpch.is perpetually varying, and on trtat account jiable 
to deceive. It is therefore certain that the only means of preserving 
peace an^ union, ajid of promoting that love and charity which pughl 
to subsist amongst Christians, is the observance of a conformity to the 
Orders and qpin^ofi. of the Church, any opposition to which would in* 
atateUy dejstrqy uniformity of Doctrine and Worship, and quickly dis- 
Walfe tbe Church itself; because, from the nature of human society, 
eveijy non-complin tice .with Church Authority * however slight, must 
JUjecossarily, weaken that authority, and tend to introduce disorder 
i|na confusion. Even our Dissenting Brethren find themselves com* 
filled to^siibmjt to this Autkority\\\ agrcatercxient than, perhaps, 
iliej .would be will ing to -acknowledge. For upon the JQutlwrity of 
the (JAur}chft\ey receive the Canonical Books of Scripture, and it 
to upon the same Authority priucipnilyj bat they receive tWStmgnf 



Solomon as Canonical, and reject other Books as Apocryphal, which 
they would, perhaps, with as much readiness otherwise receive ; it 
is upon that Authority they reverence the Word of God, even before 
by their own perusal of it, they perceive the Spirit of God in it $ 
And when by that perusal they have found all things conformable to ao 
excellent a Spirit, they are only then confirmed in the belief and reve- 
rence they before had of it. Indeed obedience to Church Authority* 
is so distinctly recognized as a doctrine of Christianity, that 
1 am not prepared to say whether it be not a doctrine of essential 
consequence, like a fundamental article of Faith ; the only difference 
being, that one is an article of Faith* and the other of Practice, 
but both essential, as being grounded upon the same Divine 
Authority. To apply the foregoing observations (as in the prece» 
ding answer) to our own case, as Members of that particular branch 
of the Church of Christ established in England. It has pleased 
Divine Providence to place us under her care and government ; it is, 
therefore, our reasonable duty to obey heir in all things relating to 
Ecclesiastical order and outward Polity, and in matters of Faith to 
follow her as far as she agrees with the Scriptures, and the Catholic 
Church in the first ages of Christianity ; and, wherein we are 
assuredly and certainly convinced she does not so, we ought not to 
set up a Church against her, but to be humbly silent, agreeably to 
the Apostolical Precept, "Hast thou Faithl Have it to thyself.'W 
Let it be remembered that to permit liberty of judgment is not so 
much to allow a man to judge for himself, as to conclude for himself, 
before he has the ordinary means of judging, as indeed roost have 
not, from the want of ability or leisure to enable them: it is 
beyond dispute that men caunot be; said to judge, who refuse the 
means without which they can make no trial, I mean the assistance 
and fatherly counsel of their Spiritual Pastors, one part of whose 
office it is to enable those committed to their care " to give an 
answer to every one that askelh a reason of the hope that is in 
them, "|| which they cannot do, without informing and directing 
their judgment, nor unless their authority to inform and direct be 
both acknowledged and submitted to. Indeed, if the liberty of 
examination in order to private judgement be freely permitted, and 
to a much greater extent than the well-being and safety of the 
Church would render advisable, yet it would by no means exclude 
Advising with, and hearkening with deference, to men of greater 
skill and ability than ourselves, (especially to the public guides of 
eouls,§) but rather makes it necessary, because it is one means of 
God's appointment by which we are to gain information ; it being 
certain that without very good, and very clear reason, we have no 
right whatever to depart from their doctrine, but in all doubtful 
cases to presume in its favour. J^fow the Church of England con* 
eiders her Bishops in their particular Dioceses,, as Judges of the 
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particular doctrines of thevCjburch* in the same manner as a Judge, in 
a Court of Justice, is a Judge.of the "Laws of the Kealm. But, it must 
be observed, she looks upon neither, in his respective office, as infal- 
lible ; a^4i therefore, although the Jucjgehas authority in contro- 
versies o£ Law, and the Bishop (who is the Executive Power of the 
Church,) has authority in controversies of Faith, yet she does not' 
require. us to repose an implicit confident in their opinions, but 
only to pay a reasonable cjefererice to their authority ; a he considers 
that as in the Law there is no better authority than the Judge, £0 
in Ecclesiastical j&pctrines there is no one better qualified to decide 
than the Bishop. Thus the Church of England does not bid her 
Members reject the use of the Scriptur^sV because they would then 
be exposed to the deceit of fraudulent' teachers ; nor does shescruple 
to condemn them if iliey reject .the instructions a!nd authority of her 
Prelates, lest ; they /'wrest those Scriptures to their own destruction.*'* 
She sees no necessity Tor an infallible Guide, nor does she believe 
that there is onie oii the fearth, but she sees great reason why ier 
Members should submit entirely to Ecclesiastical guidance in matters 
of bipcipUne and Order ^ .and in a great measure (although not as! to 
an unerring Judge,) in matter! cf [Faith also ; that is, when dfid- 
puies, br : ** 'fcbntroversies of Faith/ ' arise between ' any of her 
Members^ she* very properly supposes tiet Governors t<> be iii pos- 
. *e&sion x of [ aut&bruy to take cognizance of Such disrmte^arid' to 
deliver their Juc&ment concerning thb points in controversy." tireat 
"iveigbt and Reference would be "o!ue to such decisiin^ 1 and every hian 
that finds liis^own' opinions din^r froni them, on^Kt t6 re-cxaWne 
^ Y ttie metier with mufch attention 2nd dare, freeing ^lmjself, 1 as mdeh 
** as* JOssib^le; W$ all Jremdic^ ah^ obstinac^; wifh k jiisfdi^trbt 
1 " of ms 1 own undemanding, J and an h umble i He^VeiA for the Judgment 
'"'' : ©f W'SiijfarTbVi 1 / Whicli .is due to the c^i^defation of pfeace and 
J *Moki Vffl t6iMt l MWotrij/ wfech'the dHi^h 4 ha% tt ih^tntkin' it. 

" ^Mkl^bHeUyrn'MA {bqeanseSre kha^tif Ho r dtl?eV v Rpve- 
^ laViotf M^tm^Kik^hm^ 'bat ittV^ftofi^mal^fe' 1 Any .dfl&rtne 
' fi ^^V;t6 n hb>elieved,) : fet iti'^ity^ tiU4^*M&im& 
.' *e&M < ng ti ^Apm^uoebihf^Sik^m flnVln'tf^e&t 4 §egree 

''yiwate^ wwtf, that 

'•* we (fflrdViW&Adi tfire'c< t ijs l '.i«'f«i^ it 
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'" fW meaning. NbtwilftstatidiW alf 4hfsJ, n 1i(iwWer; life hot ascribe 

1 to* the Church of England W f^Wt^aJithtiKty/ :, fbrv%he'' dbes 

iidt pretend to it ; She cbtfsiders' hcVSelf otiiy ft fiwderatrt in 

^^feWin1il^^roversieS,''ih which wliejt^lri one Seller Articles, 
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" Jjhfe hkd already deme'd it in a pre^rfrn^ Article to the National 
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Churches of Jerusalem, Antioch, Alexandria, and Rome, Certainly 
an authority may be acknowledged where there is no infallibility ; 
for we acknowledge an authority to teach and to govern in Pareuts, 
without admitting their infallibility. There can be no Church with- 
out a Creed,und each particular Church ought to believe her own Creed 
to be true, and consequently must exercise her authority in the defence 
of presumed truth, for otherwise she is false to her own Constitu- 
tion ; this is the principle of all Creeds, and, indeed the only 
principle upon which the Unity of " the Faith once delivered to the 
Saints " can be preserved. The Church of England challenges this 
Authority \ but she dues not pretend to it from any supernatural 
gift of Infallibility, but so far only as she believes she has sincerely 
followed an infallible Rule : She has assured us that " it is not 
lawful for the Church to ordain any thing that is contrary to God's 
Word written, neither may it so expound one place of Scripture, 
that it he repugnant to another."* This authority, therefore, which 
our Protestant Church claims, in no respect resembles that arrogated 
by the Church of Rome, whose Laity are required to depend entirely 
upon the Priesthood, being first deprived of the Scriptures, and theu 
commanded to Follow blindfold the instructions of the Clergy, who 
having received their authority from the Pope, are considered infal- 
lible by their deluded disciples. But Christ having no where 
promised infallibility to his Ministers, since the Apostle's days, our 
Church only offers advice and counsel, and not infallible decrees to 
her Laity. She professes to " havp no dominion over their Faith, but 
is a helper of their joy."t She even appeals to the Scriptures for 
her authority to afford her Members this assistance, and tells them 
at the same time, that " what is not read therein, nor may clearly be 
proved thereby," is no Article of Faith, nor Rule of Practice ; and 
she gives them her Articles and Canons to consult " the Catholic 
Church "in the first ages, certainly the best witness of what is 
truth, and what is not, being declared to be by the Holy Ghost 
" the pillar and ground of the truth.'*)] It becomes, therefore, 
all pious Dissenters, (of whom 1 hope and believe there are very 
many,) to submit to this Authority in the interpretation of Scripture, 
and not to attempt to explain it according to their owv. individual 
ideas. Let them not suppose that such submission can affect 
auy real or supposed " Liberty of Conscience," or " Right of 
Private Judgment," which, as a Protestant Communion, our National 
Church as willingly allows every one of her Members as they are 
forward to demand it For it is necessary to bear in mind, that 
there is not only a true, but also a false meaning attached to both 
these phrases; to ascertain which we ought to examine each of them, 
and, first, that of "Liberty of Conscience." Now Conscience* 
really signifies that opinion or persuasion, which is inwardly reflected 
upon the human mind, from some Law or Rule from without; for 
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if you remove all Law you also take away all Conscience, because 
where there is no Law there can he no transgression, and where 
there is no transgression there can be no Judgment, because 
there is no Criminal. When, therefore, we speak of Conscience 
in our actions, we have respect to some Law or Rule by which 
those' actions are to be directed and governed, and by their 
agreement or disagreement with which, they become morally 
good or evil. Now the Law of the Christian in Religious Matters, 
is the Revealed Will of God, and what upon proper authority is 
deducible from it ; for as there can be no such thing as Conscience 
*at all without some Law superior to it, therefore Conscience (although 
a private personal principle,) must necessarily be submitted to some 
real or supposed Law of God, as its ultimate Rule. Hence we infer 
that the Conscience of a Christian is that testimony which his miud 
bears to his conduct, when compared with the Revealed Will of God. 
Let us now turn to the modern acceptation of the term Conscience* 
which seems to be founded upon the principle that the private per- 
suasion of the party furnishes a justification for his public conduct. 
It is confidently asserted by those who differ from us that, " in a 
matter concerning bis own salvation, every man should be left to 
the direction of his Conscience, the following of which will justify 
him in whatever mode of conduct he may adopt, especially in his 
choice of Religion, because that Christian Liberty gives every Man 
a right to worship God in his own way."* Now sufficient has been 
already said to satisfy us that this position is erroneous. To say 
nothing of the compound Title " Cora-science," (which denotes 
Comparative Knowledge, or the judgment which a man passes on 
bis own actions compared with some superior Law,} Conscience 
can never be supposed to signify the mere confidence of opinion or 
persuasion, which a man may possess upon any given subject, as 
our Dissenting Brethren must necessarily believe; becsmseConscience 
and opinion, or persuasion, however strong, are most decidedly two 
very different things ; and no greater mischief has, perhaps, been 
effected in the world, than from the want of a proper discrimination 
having been made between them. The Question then thus resolves 
itself; Is private opinion, or is the Law of God, the standard of 
right and wrong I From what I have already brought forward upon 
this subject, it is certain that if the Law of God cannot be produced 
in support of Conscience, it is not Conscience, although it may indeed 
be strong opinion or persuasion ; and, therefore, the plea of Con- 
science considered as the Private Judgment of the individual upon 
the legality or illegality of his own conduct, especially in the adop- 
tion or rejection of any particular Religious tenet or practice, (although 
it may be a good one in the mouth of a Heathen who has no surer 
guide to follow,) yet it cannot be admitted in that of a Christian, 
excepting in proportion as it is conformable to the Rule by which it 

* See the preceding " Synopsis of Otyectfons," p. 1. 
E % 



will be judged, viz. the Revealed Word of God. And now that we 
have seen that the principle upon which this modern idea of " Liberty 
of Conscience " is founded is incorrect, and that the private per* 
suasion of an individual can, in no respect, justify his public conduct, 
we will in their turn examine the inferences proposed to be deduced 
from it : observing, in the mean time, that if, in temporal matters, 
a man were to plead this private persuasion, (for Conscience it 
cannot be called,) against the determination of an existing Law, he 
would be told that he was not at liberty to make a rule for himself 
different from that which the Society, of which he was a Member, 
bad made for him, and upon which it was his duty to procure infor- 
mation. Indeed if the private persuasion of the individual were 
allowed to be pleaded in bar of obedience to an existing Law, the 
very end of Society would be frustrated by a dissolution of all 
Government. Now it is contended that in a matter concerning his 
own salvation a man ought to be left to the direction of bis own 
Conscience and Judgment, although we may be satisfied not only 
that God has not, with respect to man's spiritual concerns, left him 
so absolutely, as it were, in his own hands ; but that very serious 
evils would eventually arise from the reducing to practice so dan- 
gerous a theory. But we are told that, if men follow the direction 
of their Conscience, they are justified in whatever mode of conduct 
they may adopt, which, (as the term Conscience is too generally 
understood,) is in other words to say, that because men are per* 
suaded that a thing is right, therefore it cannot be wrong. Now upon 
this principle, it matters not what a Man's profession is, provided 
he be sincere in it ; consequently the sincere Martyr for the Faith, 
and the sincere persecutor of it, stand precisely upon the same foot- 
ing. But it should be remembered that, although a conduct in oppo* 
sition to the dictates of Conscience, carry with it its own condemna- 
tion, (for in such a case a man pronounces judgment upon himself;) 
it by no means follows, that a conduct in conformity to it will, on 
that account, secure to itself an acquittal. What then is the reason 
assigned to justify this startling assertion 1 It is that Christian 
Liberty gives every man a right to worship God in his own way. 
But this is not correct ; at all events, there is not a single passage 
of Scripture which unequivocally warrants such a conclusion. Our 
Saviour says, " He that rejecteth me, and receiveth not my words, 
bath one that judgcth him ; the word that I have spoken, the same 
shall judge him in the last day."* '< And though we, or an Angel," 
(says St. Paul,) " preach any other Gospel unto you, than that 
which we have preached unto you, let him be accursed."t Suppose 
now, any man upon the plea of Conscience, should reject Christ, as 
too many have done ; refuse to acknowledge him in his Mediatorial 
character, and thereby set up for himself a Religion, essentially 
different from that which has been revealed ; will it be said, that 
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Christ has given man a liberty to fce thus employed against hiikselfl 
**He that is not for me," says He, " is against me ; and he that 
gatbereth not with me, scattereth."* Now, as in temporal matters, 
the Law of the Land becomes obligatory upon every in di vidua) of 
the Community ; so in concerns of a spiritual nature, the Will of 
God, so far as it has been revealed, admits of no exemption from 
its obligation ; nor can Conscience be pleaded as a justification for 
disobedience in either case. If God, then, h; s been pleased to 
appoint a way in which He will be worshipped, we are no more at 
liberty, upon the mere ground of our own persuasion, to worship 
Him in any other way, than we are at liberty £o act in contradiction 
to His Revealed Will in any other matter. The plea of Conscience, 
therefore, is evidently calculated to impose, and it is consequently 
incumbent upon our Dissenting Brethren to examiue whether they 
have fairly measured their application of it by the standard set up 
for that purpose in the Word of God ; in other words whether they 
have honestly made use of all means to inform their judgment before 
they adopt it as their Rule of Conduct. If they have not, 1 fear that 
their sincerity merely as such, will furnish no plea in their favour. 
They will be condemned, not because they are sincere, but because 
they have neglected those means of information, which would have 
directed their sincerity to its proper object. From what has been, 
therefore, urged upon the subject of #< Liberty of Conscience," it 
appears certain that by insisting upon the Authority of the Church 
we by no means infringe that liberty : and it shall be made equally 
evident that no " Right of Private Judgment" is violated by it. It 
has been already shown, in the arguments adduced to prove the 
Divine Authority of the Christian Church, that the Word of God 
positively enjoins all its Members to " obey them that have the rule 
over them," and to submit themselves to their superior decision, 
and reasou forbids auy one to sit in judgment upon those who have 
Christ's commission to rule and instruct him, and who are much 
better qualified to determine such matters than those over whom 
they are appointed to preside. But it is objected that the Holy 
Scriptures contain expressions that seem to appeal to the Private 
Judgment of Christians, such as " Prove all things," " Search the 
Scriptures," ♦'Try the Spirits :"t but it should be recollected that 
such exhortations are addressed to those who can, and not to those 
who cannot perform what is enjoined ; and. since talents are various 
it is required that each man execute the duty only as faithfully as 
he is able. Now is a Christian who happens to be blind able to "Search 
the Scriptures," and by them to "Prove all things? " yet it by no 
means follows that because a bhud man cannot see to read himself, 
and " search " them, that this duty is therefore to be dispensed 
with, for a blind man has a soul to save as well as another man who 
enjoys his sight ; aud, therefore, since a knowledge of the Holy 
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Scriptures is the only appointed way to Salvation, and.be cannot 
know them by bis own eyes, he must procure others to read them 
for him. But the intellectual eye is frequently as blind as the 
natural eye ; there are many who " haying eyes yet see not," that 
is, they cannot comprehend the Divine Subjects proposed to their 
understanding, being as much disordered by weakness or disease in 
in the mind, as a blind person is disordered in his faculty of sight ; 
there is, therefore, no better reason to expect such persons as these 
to " Search the Holy Scriptures " for themselves, than there is to 
expect the same duty from a blind man ; for both descriptions of 
individuals are equally disqualified and iucompeteut for the task. 
But because it is uncharitable not to guide and direct those, who 
for want of sight are incapable of guiding and directing themselves 
in the ordinary concerns of life, so it is evidently the duty of the 
Church to judge and think for those who from ignorance are inca- 
pable of judging and thinking for themselves, and to direct and 
carefully keep, them in the right path: if they are obstinate and 
will not follow her counsel and advice, they do not prove themselves 
on that account better qualified to exercise their own Private Judg* 
ment ; they only give us reason to suspect them less competent than 
we had previously supposed them to be. But it must be recollected 
that the Apostle not only directs us to " prove all things," but at 
the same time to " hold fast that which is good." Whence it may 
be concluded, that he intended not to sanction the exclusive aud 
uncontrolled right of Private Judgment, but to intimate merely a 
difference between a blind and implicit obedience to Authority in 
Religious Matters, and a total exemption from obligation on that 
head ; between taking our Religion entirely upon trust from others, 
and thinking it to be a part of Christian Liberty, to make what 
Religion we please for ourselves. That this was the Apostle's object 
is very evident if we but cousider the general scope and tenour of 
his writings, in which he expressly enforces obedience to Church 
Authority, and insists upon Church Communion,* both of which 
are incompatible with this supposed right of Private Judgment ; for 
if every unlearned man be required to exercise this right, (as it is 
called,) of judging for himself, and absolutely deciding what is the 
true meaning of every 'Scriptural passage, we should have, I fear, 
as many and different Truths and Gospels as there are individuals, 
which would immediately put an end to all Church Authority, and 
Communion. It is, therefore, beyond dispute that the Apostle's 
object was only to assign a proper medium between the sole right of 
Judgment being vested in the Church, and the Laity monopolizing 
the same right. For because Jesus Christ has vested the Governors 
of His Church with a commission to guide her Members into the 
road to salvation, it was, therefore, in His Divine Judgment 
necessary that they should have such a commission : because He 
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promised to be with those Governors " by the Spirit of Troth, even 
the Holy Ghost, to the end of the World/ 1 * we may therefore very 
reasonably suppose that they are less liable to be deceived in / 
Matters of Faith than Private Christians; and because He has 
positively commanded as by one of His Apostles " to obey them 
that have the rule over us, and to submit'ourselves," we may rest 
assured that if we pat ourselves, according to His direction, under 
the care of His chosen Guides, the Bishops and Pastors of His 
Church, He Himself will take care of us : such then, doubtless, is 
the interpretation of the Apostolical Exhortation " Hold fast that 
which is good," which is a kind of corrective (if I may be allowed 
the expression) of auy perversion or misinterpretation of His previous 
admonition to " prove all things." For as the man who follows his 
Guide blindfold, deserves to "fall into the ditch," because God 
has given us our senses to use, as well as His Guides to direct us, 
so when a man rejects the care and direction of his Guide, upon the 
pretence that he has a right to judge for himself, and is able to 
become his own guide, he deserves also to lose his way. The Holy 
Apostle, in the passage under our consideration, not only recom- 
mends the use of our senses, but also enforces attention to our 
Spiritual Guides ; because if we despise their admonitions, we neglect 
those means which God has appointed for our salvation. We may, 
therefore, conclude (according to the tenets of our Dissenting 
Brethren,) that there is an obligation which binds all Christians 
to " search the Scriptures," to " prove all things," and to u try 
the Spirits." but we are also justified in asserting that such 
" search," " proof," and " trial," must be made with due deference 
to the Judgment of those to whom God has given " the rule over us." 
For it is very evident that though the Scriptures may be considered 
plain, and indeed are called so, yet they are not immediately so to 
every man, especially in those places which do not contain things 
absolutely necessary to salvation ; they are plain to those who apply 
to the study of them, and are blessed with skill and ability for that 
purpose, and they may be rendered plain to every man who possesses 
an ordinary understanding, and a sincere desire of learning the true 
sense of each passage, because such an one will attend to the in- 
structions of learned men upon the subject, — 1 mean the Clergy, 
whom God has appointed as a distinct order, and whose peculiar 
vocation it is to study the Scriptures themselves, and to teach them 
to others. If it be recollected what numerous obstacles present 
themselves to theright understanding and interpretation of Scripture; 
that not only must the languages in which they were originally 
written, and which have long since ceased to be spoken in any part 
of the world, be perfectly learned ; that not only must the Heathen 
Authors connected with the age, the country, and the subject of 
those Scriptures, be perused and consulted ; but that upon difficult 
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places it is necessary also to know the opinions of the Apostles and 
their Successors upon them : if these considerations hare their due 
weight with us, we cannot fail to be sensible how very incapable many 
private Christians are, to interpret Scripture, being unacquainted 
with these essential branches of knowledge, and having neither the 
leisure nor the opportunity to acquire them, for " how can he get wis* 
dom that holdeth the plough, that glorieth in the goad, that driveth 
oxen, and is occupied in their labours, and whose talk is of bullocks!"* 
But by asserting that such aa one is incompetent for the task of 
Scriptural interpretation, 1 take not away from him the right of 
judging for himself: he could never be deprived of that right, 
because as yet he never had it ; it would be as reasonable to speak 
of depriving a blind man of the right of seeing for himself. It appears 
to me, therefore, to be absurd to contend for every one's right to 
judge for himself iu Matters of Religion, when we know that very 
few are able to do it: it is, I fear, but deceiving vain men, and teaching 
ignorant men to be presumptuous: it is a violation of the Apostolical 
axiom that " No Scripture is of private interpretation :"t it is in 
direct contradiction to the humble reply of the Treasurer of the 
Queen of Ethiopia, " How can I understand (the Scriptures) 
unless some man (i. e. Minister) should guide me 1"|| it is openly 
defying St. Peter's assurance that in the Scriptures, and particularly 
in 8t. Paul's Epistles, " were many things hard to be understood, 
which they that are unlearned and unstable wrest to their own 
destruction.' '§ Of what force then are all the arguments which are 
employed in support of the right of Private Judgment, if it can be 
proved that men are incapable of exercising that right ? If they 
absolutely cann+t judge, why contend for the right of judging? 
God is not that hard task-master to require brick without furnishing 
straw, nor will he require a man to decide upon Religious Matters 
without affording him the capacity. So that, even if the right of 
Private Judgment were granted to any one, if it can be proved that 
he had not the capacity (which would be an easy task,) no advan- 
tage would be gained by the concession, neither more nor less, than 
if we were to grant to a blind man the right of seeing for him* 
self. Every one has undoubtedly a rigid 9 (as our Dissenting 
Brethren call it,) to. choose whom he will serve, God or Satan ; 
every one has a right to judge for himself whether he will choose 
life or death, blessing or cursing ; but he must remember that it is 
at the peril of his soul that he chooses and judges rightly. No 
one strictly speaking, can be said to have the right of Private 
Judgment, because God has appointed those who are to have 
♦'Authority in Controversies of Faith ;" although, if he choose to 
rebel against that Authority, he may have the power of judging for 
himself, let it not, however, be supposed that I take away all right, 
(if it may be so called) of Private Judgment ; I deny it only te 
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those who are clearly incapable of it ; I leave it' to all who are- 
really capable, still, however, assigning the chief (which is very 
great) " authority " to those who have always enjoyed it from our 
Liord's days to the present time, viz. the Rulers and Fathers of the 
Church. This is the proper medium between the Infallibility of the 
Romish Communion, and the Individual Presumption of too many 
modern Dissenters; and the proper medium between a blind and 
implicit obedience to Authority in Religious Matters, which not 
only refuses permission to a Layman to judge for himself, whether 
he be capable or not, but effectually prevents him from becomiug so, 
by entirely depriving him of the Scriptures, so that it is out of the 
power of such an one, however competent and well- qualified he may 
be, to perform those duties required of him of " Proviug all things,' 1 
" Searching the Scriptures," and " Trying the Spirits/' and the 
unauthorized boldness of the visionary, who, without learning, with- 
out consultation, and with no qualification whatever but a modest 
assurance, presumes to sit in Judgment upon his Ecclesiastical 
Superiors, and to decide infallibly for himself, upon the sense of 
those writings which are confessedly " hard to be understood," and 
too easy to be " wrested to the destruction " of every self-constituted 
interpreter ; whose presumption, it must be remarked, far exceeds 
in this respect the pretensions of the Pope, because the latter is 
generally a mau of very considerable learning, and one who, before 
he pretends to judge upon Matters of Religion, cousults his Council, 
some of whom, (as far as their errors would permit,) have been 
famous for their piety, and most of them for their learning ; in a 
word, it is the proper medium (for which I contend) between a 
practice which leads back to the dark days of bigotry and supersti- 
tion, and a practice which renders the establishment of a Church, 
as a Society under regular government, altogether impracticable. 
In fact, the right of Private Judgment in Religious. Matters respects 
man in the relation in which he stands to his fellow creatures; the 
exercise of which, so far as it concerns himself only, no other mau has 
a right to control. But this consideration, though it tend to secure a 
privilege, claimed by every Member of Civilized Society, must never- 
theless, when applied to the subject immediately before us, be 
measured by a sacred standard, before it can become a safe principle 
of human conduct. The phrase, therefore, is open to an ambiguous 
meaniug ; and calculated, if not to offer incense to that idol of the 
natural man, human reason, at least to cherish an idea which has 
too often led to a dangerous conclusion. Man, in the affairs of this 
world, may assume a right to judge for himself in a case upon which 
he is not qualified to form a judgment ; and so long as his exercise 
of that right interferes not with the authority of the magistrate, or 
the welfare of the community, he may be indulged in his folly. But 
in Religious Matters no man can have a right to judge otherwise 
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than God has judged for him. The ordinances of Christ, and the 
truths of his Religion, are necessary, hecunse he has made them so; 
that necessity, therefore, must continue the same, whether we 
Observe them or not. For the Religion of Christ, whatever he man's 
opinion upon it, will be precisely what it is, "(he same yesterday, 
to-day, and for ever." Now if every mau has a right to form his 
own Judgment npon this Religion, it. must be intended that God has 
granted this right, and therefore that He will accept of each man's 
best Judgment, and consider his decision as the True Religion; for 
we are to be saved by the True Religion, and not hy that which 
each man supposes to be the True Religion ; otherwise there can be 
no possible advantage in the mere right of judging for oneself; and 
that if we be Jionest and sincere, and judge according to the best 
knowledge we possess, that God will require no more : but where 
there are many men there will be various tastes, and dispositions, 
and if every unlearned man were to exercise this right, as it is called, 
of judging for himself, and Absolutely deciding what is the truth, 
we should have, (as before observed) as many True Religions as 
there are individuals. If we imagine that God approves of this, His 
approbation must proceed upon one of these two grounds ; either 
that all different and discordant opinions must be true, and the 
various Judgments of the unlearned and ignorant equally good with 
those of the learned ; or that we have been hitherto mistaken in 
supposing that God has commanded us to believe and practise one 
Religion only ; Whereas, according to tho notion of our Dissenting 
Brethren, God must consider auy and every one of the different and 
essentially opposite tenets of the ignorant and the presumptuous as 
the True Religion, and will accept it as sneh. If this could be the real 
case, then difference of opinion will be of no importance, since God is 
supposed to accept a man not for his believing the True Religion, but 
for believing his own opinion ! and if difference of opinion be of no 
importance, a Socinian has as good a prospect of salvation as a 
Trinitarian, and so has even a Mahometan, provided he sincerety 
fudges that to be the truth which he professes. To say, therefore, 
that man has a right to worship God in the way he thinks proper, 
is to say that he has a right, in other words, to make a Religion 
for himself; which, as I have shown, is to place all Religions upon 
the same level as to the Divine favonr, and to render an appeal to 
Revelation wholly unnecessary, by leading him to conclude, that he 
is at liberty to erect a standard of right and wrong for himself in 
this case, instead of accepting with humility that Divine standard 
which has in wisdom been erected, or set up, for him. From the 
foregoing remarks, I think, it will be made to appear, that by 
upholding the Authority of the Church, I wish to deprive no man, 
either of his " Liberty of Conscience," or *' Right of Private 
Judgment." 
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Q. S.— What is the Nature of Communion with the Church of 
Christ ? 

Oar Communion with the Church of Christ involves three Parti- 
culars, or Bonds of Religious Union : viz. 

I. A Unity of Belief, or Doctrine, and that not only inwardly, 
but in the outward profession of the " same Faith once delivered to 
the Saints/' and which has been generally preserved and continued 
down throughout all ages of the Church, in testimony of which the 
most eminent Bishops upon their first Consecration sent Confessions 
of their Faith to their Episcopal Brethren. 

II. A Unity of Worship, by which we are not only obliged to 
offer up the same Worship substantially, but also to join in the 
outward act, and to communicate with each other in it ; to present 
the same prayers and praises to celebrate together the same 
Sacraments, to hear the same instructions, and, as far as possible, 
to frequent the same Religious Assemblies, that we may " with one 
tniud, and with one mouth, glorify God, even the Father of our 
Lord Jesus Christ."* 

III. A Unity of Government, by which is meant the maintenance 
of Diocesan Episcopacy, being the Apostolical Form of Church 
Government.t 

Q. 4. — Upon what arguments do you found the necessity of, 
and obligation to, this Union with the Christian Church ? 

Upon the injunctions of our blessed Saviour and His Holy 
Apostles. We find the former during his life repeatedly urging the 
cultivation aud maintenance of this Unity, as essential to salvation, 
that His Church might be but u one Fold, under one Shepherd : n || 
and when " He had finished the Work which God had given Him to 
do," we also read that he earnestly prayed His Father to " keep 
through His name" those Disciples whom He had given Him, " that 
they all might be one"% In accordance, therefore, with the precepts 
of their Divine Master, we find the Apostles continually employed 
•in enforcing Unjty, and commanding their Disciples not only to 
maintain that Unity, but, even to " avoid all them that caused 
Divisions" because "such served not our Lord Jesus Christ. "J 
They conjured them " by the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, to 
speak the same thing and be perfectly joined together in the same 
mind, and in the same judgment ;"H that is, not only to be of one 
Faith, and to agree iu the chief Articles erf Religion, but to be of 
the same mind, and the same Judgment in all things ; because, " as 
the body is one, and hath many members, and all the members of 
that one body being many, are one body ; so also are Christ," and 
His Church. " For by one Spirit are we all Baptized into one Body, 
whether we be Jews or Gentiles, whether we be Bond or Free ; and 
have been all made to drink into one Spirit."** Indeed it may be 
fairly questioned whether we can be "/W/ow~citizens with the Saints, 

* Rom. xvi. 6. + Vide Chap, til || John x. Id % John xvii «J, 2& X Bom, xvi. 17. 
| 1 Cor, L 10,— b. ** 1 Cor. xii. 12, 13- j % 
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and of the Household of God," and "a bm\d\x\g fitly framed together, 
and grown uuto a Holy Temple in the Lord,"* without the con- 
stant maintenance of this Church Unity for which I contend. It 
was, doubtless, under an impression of this nature that induced St. 
Paul to employ these solemn Abjurations to the Philippians for its 
preservation ; " if," writes the Apostle, " there be any consolation in 
Christ, if any comfort of love, if any Fellowship of the Spirit, if any 
bowels and mercies, fulfil ye my joy, that ye be like minded, being 
of one accord and of one mind,"t " till we all come in the Unity of 
the Faith, and of the knowledge of the Son of God, unto a perfect 
man; that we henceforth be no more children, tossed to and fro, 
and carried about with every wind of Doctrine ;"|| but let us, 
" whereto we have already attained, walk by the same Rule, let us 
mind the same thing :"§ by which the Apostle means, that if we 
diner respecting the lawfulness, or unlawfulness of any' particular 
practices, it is to be hoped that God will, in time, be pleased to 
bring us to a right and uniform understanding of them, but that, 
in the mean while, it is our duty to worship Him with a joint Rule 
of Worship in those things " whereto we have already attained," or 
wherein we have agreed ; because there is but " one Body, aud one 
Spirit, even as we arc called in one hope of our calling ; but one 
Lord, one Faith, one Baptism, and one God and Father of all." J 
Agreeably to these Apostolical injunctions it is recorded of the 
Primitive Church, that " the multitude of them that believed were 
of one heart and of one soul,"H and that " they continued daily with 
one accord in the Temple/' •' keeping the Unity of the Spirit 
in the Bond of Peace,"** " walking by the same Rule," and 
"glorifying God with one mind, and one mouth,"tt joining unani- 
mously in the same offices of Prayer and Praise, without dividing 
Communion, because God is not the Author of Confusion, but of 
Peace." If these passages of Scripture have any meaning, (which 
they most undoubtedly have,) they certainly impose upon us a 
religious obligation to Communion with the Church of Christ ; they 
require us to sacrifice our private opinions to the preseivatiou and 
promotion of peace and unity ; they positively inculcate a deference 
to the Authority of a Church, properly constituted such, if we 
cannot point out any false doctrine, or essential error in it, or any 
important instance in which it has departed from the " Faith once 
delivered to the Saints." 

Q. 5. — What is the correct idea of the Nature of Schism from 
the Church of Christ ? 

' To ascertain clearly the Nature of Schism, it will be necessary to 
trace the original signification of the term, because in modern 
language it scarcely sejms -to have an appropriate idea annexed to 
it. The correspondent terra in Greek is " £^i9/a«," which signifies 
a division, a rent, or breach, in which sense it is used by our 

* Ephes. ii. 21. * Phil. ii. 1, 2. || Ephes. iv 13, 11. § Phil. iii. la t Eph.iv.4, 5. 
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blessed Saviour,* when He says, " No man puts a piece 
into an old garment ; for that which is put in, taketh 
garment, (x«i x si t° f *x**p* ytnraiy) and the rent, or breach is made 
worse.*"* -Again, this noun •' ax 4 **** " ls derived from a verb, *x'fr' 
which signifies to cut, divide, or separate, or rather from its passive 
(r^^a/, which regularly signifies being cut, or divided / but be- 
cause Schism is an action upon oneself, and not a passion from any 
other, the verb o-x*??!*** is of the nature of those Passives which 
denote reciprocal action, or passion, in which it resembles the 
Hebrew Hithpael conjugation : this reciprocal action, or passion, is 
fully expressed by St. Jude, in the phrase " avo^io^ovns towns" 
which title he gives the Gnostic Schismatics, that " they cut off, or 
divided themselves from " the Church. This therefore, being 
explained, it will be no difficult matter to define the nature of 
Schism : " Schism is a voluntary and causeless separation from 
a Christian Church, of which we are Members" For, 

First : Schism is a separation, that is, a breach of Unity, and a 
division of some well compacted body. Schism naturally imports a 
Separation, and a separation as naturally implies a breach of 
Unity, in which consists a great part of the nature of Schism: it 
must, however, be observed that Schism and separation are not 
convertible terms, because although every Schi&m is a separation. 
yet every separation is not a Schism, uuless it be attended with 
those other requisites referred to in the preceding definition. 

Secondly : Schism must be a voluntary separation. A separation 
is no Schism if it be not voluntary, by which circumstance alone it 
is distinguishable from Excommunication, the former being a sin, 
the latter onlv a punishment ; by Excommunication a man may be 
cast out of the Church, and made no Member of it, yet strictly 
speaking he is thereby separated, and does not separate himself, 
from the Church ; and it may be his misfortune, and not his fault, 
to be separated from her Communion, by some pressing necessity. 
But a Schism must be a voluntary act, that is, the Separatist must 
have full liberty to make his own choice, by having no force, nor 
constraint, laid upon his inclination. 

* Thirdly : Schism must not only be a voluntary, but it must also* 
be a causeless separation. 

Lastly : according to the preceding definition, Schism must be a 
voluntary and canseless Separation from the Commuuiou of that 
Christian Church of which we are Members, because Schism im- 
ports a division of some well-compacted body, or a making two of 
that which before was but one. For this reason we cannot chargo 
Turks, Pagans, and Jews, with Schism, because they never were 
Members of the Christian Church, nor joined with her in any 
Religious Worship. By " the Christian Church, of which we are 
Members," is meant a Church which has a. jurisdiction over us, to 

* Mattb. ix. 16. 



46 

which we owe subjection and obedience, aud between which, and as 
there is, or ought to be, a Religious Union and Conjunction. 

Q. §.—What are the causes of Schism from the Church of 
Christ? 

No one, who carefully examines the ancient Jewish and Christian 
Theology, will hesitate to attribute all Schisms to the Devil as the 
principal cause, by which I mean not any single Evil Spirit, but the 
whole Society of Apostate Angels, who are the implacable Enemies 
of God and His Church. Our blessed Saviour alluded to him in His 
Parable, as the Enemy who seized the opportunity while men slept, 
to sow Tares in the field of the Church ; and accordingly St. Paul, 
who was not ignorant of his devices, calls Heresies, " the Doctrines 
of Devils."* it is but too certain, that the Society of Devils are 
continually engaged in plots aud contrivances against the Christian 
Church, exerting themselves to set Temple against Temple, and 
Congregation against Congregation, that they might distract it with 
Schisms and Errors. It was upon this account that Ignatius (the 
Disciple of St. John) in his Epistle to the Ephesians, calls Doctrinal 
Errors, " herbs and plants of the Devil's sowing," and exhorts them, 
to frequent Communion, in order to weaken the power of Satan, and 
to prevent the Ruin and Destruction to which he would otherwise 
reduce them by Schismatical Divisions. In his Epistle to the Tral- 
lesians, the same Ignatius cautions them against Divisions as against 
the snares of the Devil; and in his Epistle to the Philadelphians, 
conjures them to abstain from the " evil herbs of Separatists, and 
those weeds of error," which Satau had sown among them, and 
which engendered evil separations. Theodoret, Cyprian, and very 
many other Ecclesiastical Writers, in like manner ascribe the sin 
of Schism primarily to the artifice of the Devil, whom on that 
account they denominate " the envious and wicked Devil,"t whose 
office it has ever been from the beginning to deceive and molest the 
Church of God. In reference to our own English Church, we have 
rery great reason to believe that since her Reformation from Popery 
Satan has been constantly employed in exciting mutinies, divisions, 
and Schisms in her Communion, that he might thereby be enabled 
to weaken the common interest of the whole, by dividing it into 
parts. Because, therefore, he could not unite her Members in the 
maintenance of pernicious Doctrines and Practices, he has laboured 
hard to dissolve her by pernicious Schisms. There can be no doubt 
but that he has been the principal cause of the Separation of every 
Dissenter from the Communion of the Established Church ; because 
being so pure in her Doctrine and Worship, be is violently bent 
agaiust her peace and welfare, and therefore endeavours to weaken 
ber by intestine Divisions, and by persuading the dividing parties to 
form themselves into opposite Schisms. But although the Devil 
may be considered the principal cause of all Schismatical Divisions 

« 1 Tim. iv, 1. f " BfltWuw x«n Uorn^os A<*l/fa/^^. ,, 
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<m account of Religion, yet there are also instrumental causes of 
such separations, which, (in Ihe opinion of the Primitive Writers 
of Christianity, who were enabled to speak from long experience and 
observation,) comprehend five different characters ; viz. ignorant 
men, inquisitive men, ambitious men, covetous men, and con- 
tentious men ; all of whom are the proper instruments of Satan in 
exciting Divisions in, and Separations from, the Christian Church. 
Ignorant men, becanse their ignorance renders them confident, and 
persuades them that they understand the Scriptures, and that they 
are able to interpret them, when we are but too certain of their 
incompetence, from their ignorance of the original languages in 
which they were written, and of the received sense of their contents. 
Instigated by the Devil, and their own natural enthusiasm, such 
persons are too apt to imbibe false doctrines from the Word of God, 
not only because they meddle with those passages "which are hard 
to be understood," instead of confining themselves to those plain 
Texts which contain all things necessary for salvation, but because 
they are too ready to interpret the Word of God by their own private 
opinions, instead of trying their' private opiuions by the Word of 
God. Ignorant men are therefore instrumental causes of Schism, 
being tempted to it by the Devil, on account of their ignorance, and 
inclination to enthusiasm ; because when he has prevailed upon them 
to wrest the Scriptures against the universal consent of antiquity, 
he can very easily persuade them to assume the Ministerial office, 
notwithstanding their acknowledged incapacity for such an important 
vocation. By this means, he makes them the unrighteous instru- 
ments of effecting his malicious designs against the Church. Inqui~ 
sitive persons may also be considered as amongst the Devil's instru- 
ments for effecting Schisms and Divisions in the Church of Christ, 
becanse from a misplaced confidence in their own understandings, 
they " love to intrude into things which they have not seen, and are 
vainly puffed up with their fleshy mind." Of this description of 
persons Tertullian complains in his Treatise against the Heresies of 
his time, because "they incessantly moved nice and curious questions 
upon matters, of which it was better to be ignorant, than to know ; 
and loved to exercise the whole lust of their curiosity about doubtful 
and obscure doctrines."* The curiosity of such individuals, he 
observes, "is above their faith, and their vain- glorious affectation 
of being accounted learned, above the care of their souls." They 
" search the Scriptures" only to discover new Doctrines and opinions 
in them; which, if they cannot find there, they bring them thither, 
although, probably, unheard of before, and contrary to the belief 
and usage of the Primitive Church. St. Paul, in his Epistle to 
Timothy, denounces such characters, as " proud, knowing nothing, 
but doting about questions and strifes of words, whereof cometh 
envy, strife, railings, evil surmisings, perverse disputings of men 

* De Prescript Hares. 11 
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of corrupt minds, and destitute of the truth."* And it is ia 
allusion to such persons that he admonishes Timothy to " give no 
heed to fables and endless genealogies, which minister questions, 
rather than godly edifying ; whereby some had turned aside unto 
vain jangling, desiring to be teachers of the law, understanding 
neither what they say, nor whereof they affirm ;"t and to avoid 
" foolish and unlearned questious, knowing that they do gender 
strifes.' '|| For these reasons we may readily suppose that curious 
and inquisitive persons are instruments iu the hands of Satan to 
effect Schism in the Christian Church. Ambitious men are also 
employed by him for the same purpose; indeed nothing is more 
effectual than ambition to excite errors and divisions in the Church 
of God. The Ancients were decidedly of this opinion. Theophylact 
on Galatians V. writes, " the desire of ruling is the mother of all 
Heresies." Isodorns Pelusiota observes,^ " from Pride and Affecta- 
tion of Government, which are two passions, I think most Heresies 
and Schisms arise:" another ancient Author, in reply to an En- 
quiry, whether it were just to condemn Schismatics who used their 
best endeavours to arrive at the Truth, observed, that " it was 
manifest that all Schisms arose from a vain affectation of glory, and 
a study of opposition^ in the authors and ringleaders of them. "J 
We cannot doubt but that there are too many such characters 
in every Church; who, being proud and aspiring men, are re? 
luctant to submit to, live under, or be the subject of any one, 
and therefore propagate new Doctrines in order to become the 
chief, or head of a sect. Such persons, being moulded after the 
image of Satan, are easily tempted by him to break the peace, and 
divide the Unity of the Church of which they are Members, in order 
to accomplish their ambitious purposes. Covetous persons arc also 
the Devil's instruments in effecting divisions in the Church, because 
it is frequently the ready mode of gaining a maintenance and be- 
coming rich. St. Paul alludes to such characters as " supposing 
that gain was godliness,"H and as " teaching things which they 
ought not, for filthy lucre's sake."** And St. Jude, in reference 
to the Gnostic Schismatics, denounces them in these words, " Woe 
unto them, for they have run greedily after the error of Balaam for 
reward." ft Covetous persons are, therefore, very ready instruments 
in the hands of the Devil, for causing Divisions in the Christian 
Church. Finally, Contentious and litigious men are instrumental 
causes of Schism, because they delight to be at the head of a sect 
or party, not from their love of the truth, but with a design to 
oppose others. This contentious disposition proceeds from a sophis- 
tical humour, and a fondness for disputation, which, aided by a 
narrow-minded pride, induces them to contradict every thing for the 
mere sake of contradiction, and urges them upon controversies, in which 
they hesitate not to call iu question many received doctrines, rites, 

* 1 Tim tU t J Tim. i. 4. || 2 Tim. ii. 23. * p. 441. 
± Vide " Kespons. ad Orthodox*' Quest. 4. 1 1 Tim. vi. 5. ** Titua i. 11. and 2 Cor. xi. 19, 2a 
* H Jude rer. 11. 



49 

and opinions, and to oppose every thing which may be established. 
In the Primitive Church there were many such characters, who 
preached the Gospel " not of good intent," but with a view merely 
to oppose the Apostles ; "preaching Christ only of envy and strife." 
St. Paul condemns those individuals, saying, " If any man be con- 
tentious* we have no such custom, nor the Churches of God." There 
can be no doubt but that this restless and unquiet sort of spirit has 
produced much mischief in the Catholic Church of Christ, and in no 
branch of it more than our own ; and it is equally certain that those 
who display this fondness for contention, are the willing instruments 
of Schism in the hands of the Devil. From what has been urged, 
therefore, upon this point we may safely conclude that the Devil is 
the principal and grand cause of every Schism in the Christian 
Church, and that he employs ignorant, inquisitive, ambitious, 
covetous, and contentious persons, as his instruments for the 
better effecting his evil,purposes. 

Q. 7- — Wherein consists the criminality of Schism} 
The sin, mischief, and danger of Schism does not so much consist 
in the opinions adopted, as in the desertion of, and separation from, 
the Church, on account of those opinions. Indeed the sin of Schism 
is ten times worse than the error itself, because, " as a house 
divided against itself cannot stand," so he who attempts to divide 
the Church weakens it. The New Testament abounds with 
denunciations against Schism and Schismatics ; nor does it contain 
a single passage which intimates that any rebellion in the Christian 
Church similar to that of Korah in the Jewish Church is not equallv 
offensive to its Divine Founder, although the crime is not attended 
with consequences equally prompt and decisive. Our Blessed 
Saviour himself earnestly conjured his disciples not to run into 
unnecessary divisions ; and when in allusion to those Schi&matical 
dissensions which he foresaw, he had said that "it must needs he 
that offences come," he emphatically added, " but woe unto him by 
whom those offences come."* It was not His heavenly intention 
that HisChurch should be a divided community of straggling indivi- 
duals, but " one fold under one shepherd;" on which account He 
prayed His Father to preserve its Unity, that " the world might 
believe that God had sent him." His Apostles were no Jess severe 
iu their censure of Schismatics. St. Paul enjoiued his hearers to 
." avoid all them that caused Divisions, because such served not our 
Lord Jesus Christ, but by good words and fair speeches, deceived 
the hearts of the simple :"t on which account he requires them to 
reuounce all Communion with such persons, although they may hold 
opinions which these may consider more Scriptural. The same 
Apostle conjures the Corinthians " by the name of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, to suffer no Divisions among them :"|| and to deter his 
fiphesian Brethren from indulgiug in Schismatical Separations he 
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reckons "seditions and heresies n atoofrgst * the t^orlcfl of the flesh" 
which cxc'lh do men from heaven, declaring that they who ate guilty 
of these sti« " shall not inherit the Kingdom of God :** and it 
mast be hetnemheredtKat these terras *• seditions " and «• heresies,* 
are the words by which he commonly denotes Parties, Pactions, 
Divisions, and Schisms In the 'Christ™ n Ohnrch ; as appears bjr 
Comparing this passage with 1 Cor. xV IS, 19. From the mimerons 
Schisms tit £hc Prrrni'tive Church the Apostle infers tire weakness and 
carnality of the human -mind, being too much under the influence 
of sensual and violent passions ; " whereas,"*' says he, *' there fe 
*iraong you envying and strife, and divisions, aTe ye not carnal, affd 
walk as men ? for while one saith, I am of Paul, and another, \ ani 
of A polios, are ye not carnal !" In a word, Schism was considered 
so great a sin in the Apostolical ages of the Church, that even the 
folood of Martyrdom could not expiate it ; and we have every reason, 
to suppose it as sinful in one- age as in another, and at the 
present as at an earlier period. But it may be, (and indecdlias been) 
objected, that the Laws by which the Toleration of Schismatics 
from the Church of England is secured, alter the criminal nature of 
Schism. This, however, is decidedly a. mistaken opinion, hecanse 
such Laws ouly exempt the persons of Schismatics from any penal 
.prosecution : the existence of such Laws, therefore, can no more 
alter the nature of Schism, £han if they had never been enacted, ot 
had since been repealed. Schism is purely a spiritual sin ; it is a 
transgression of a Divine Positive Law, made by God for the preser- 
vation of the Body politic of His Church': no "human Laws can, 
therefore, alter its nature. Ft was considered a sin before the 
(Christian Church was united to the Stale, and also in those unhappy 
intervals of persecution, when the Church and Empire were disunited 
again, at which periods, of course, the meetings of the Schismatics 
were as much tolerated by the State, as the meetings erf Che Catholic 
Church. For example, it was a sin at those periods when 9t. Paid 
wrote to the Ephesiaus and Corinthians, in its condemnation, whose 
words I have already cited. It was a sin when St. Ignatius tanght 
the Churches, that the Authors of "Schism could not inherit the 
Kingdom of God. It was a sin when St. Cyprian called private 
meetings in opposition to ( the public Churches, the " Conventicles ot 
Satan ;" and said that private Chnrchcswerc no Churches; and that 
'if a Schismatic should die for Christ, he could be no Martyr, nor 
-iiave any right to the crown of Martyrdom, for which opinion he 
alleges the words of the Apostle, " Though I give my body to bo 
burucd, and have not Charity, it profiteth me nothing. **t 'It was 
considered a sin by Dionysius Alexandrinus, when, in his Epistle to 
the Schismatic Novatus, he wrote after this manner : " If thou wast 
const ruined, (as thou sayest) against thy will, to separate from the 

Church, thou oughtest to declare the same, by returning (villingly 
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to it again. Thou shouldcst have suffered any thing rather than 
rend the Church of God ; uor is that Martyrdom which a wan shall 
suffer for refusing to rend the Church, less glorious than that which 
Christians daily suffer for refusing to sacrifice to Devils ; yea, in my 
judgment, it is a more glorious sort of Martyrdom, because in the 
one instance a man suffers Martyrdom only for his own soul, but iu 
the other, for the Uuiversal Church. Wherefore, persuade the 
brethren, or constrain them to relnrn ta Union. Such a meritorious, 
act would be greater than the crime of seducing them, and thou 
wouldcstbe more commended for that, than ever thou wast censured 
for this. However, if thou canst not persuade the rebellious and 
disobedient to return to the Church, at least save thy owu soul, by 
embracing peace and unity itself." So great a sin did the ancient; 
Fathers of the Church of Christ account Schism to be, eyeu before 
the Union of the Church and State, when the meetings of the, • 
Schismatics were as much tolerated by the State as the public 
pssemblics of the Catholic Church : aud even after that union, 
according to the same principle, Donatiam and Novatiauism, 43 wel} 
ps Arianism, were accounted as damuable Schisms under the reign? 
qf those Emperors who granted toleration to them, as under those. 
>vbo enacted laws against them. 

Q. %.—Wliat are the ponsequenpes of Schism ? 

Very fatal consequences have arisen from the opposition of private 
Judgmeut to Public Authority, First, it interrupts Ch*jstiau peace 
pud fellowship by exciting needless differences and separations iu thp 
(Church. Secondly, it js the fruitful (pother of many disorderly 
passions and vices, for Anger, Pride, Hatred, Revenge, and Ccu? 
eoriousuess, take sanctuary in these mischievous distractions, any) 
puder that shelter put in their claim for the height pf Christian, 
graces, and the most holy zeal for God and His cause. Thirdly, ty 
overturns the main strength and foundation of Social Order and 
Government ; for whatever destroys the Unity of the Church, must 
have that affect, hy breaking and loosening its discipline, which 
should guard its children from doing amiss, or restore them after it ; 
but the last and most capital punishment of being thrust out of its 
(Commuuion pan be but little dreaded, when many voluntarily desert 
it with the highest pretences of better advantage elsewhere. 
Fourthly, it exposes us to every deception on doctrinal points, as 
the inevitable consequenpe of thp desertion of duly constituted 
Ministers, and the resorting to self-appointed Teachers. Fifthly, 
it is productive of Heresies, for men are too soon temptpd by it 
into Scepticism respecting very material points of Christian Doctrine, 
in Which they observe so many to differ among themselves ; and 
others are tbp more easily seduced to seek, and make much of, all 
.arguments, whereby to baffle, or weaken the clearest eyi deuces for 
their conviction, and seldom continue long in the same persuasion 
with those with whom they will not maintain the game Communion, 
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Hence Schisms have generally terminated in Heresies, and the effect 
has been, that those Doctrines which were formerly considered too 
sacred even to be examined, arc now publicly controverted, parti- 
cularly the sacred Doctrine of the ever-blessed Trinity, which by 
many Dissenters is publicly renounced ; for no sooner do people fall 
into any particular opinion in Religion, than they form a separate 
Church for it. Sixthly, it has strengthened and encouraged the 
exertions of the- Church of Rome, being a popular and plausible 
argument with the Members of that Church, to unsettle weaker 
minds and judgments among us. Indeed nothing better pleases them 
than to see us thus disunited, hoping that one day, grown sick and 
weary of contention, and of being tossed about with various and wild 
opinions, we shall be willing to re-unite with them. Seventhly, it 
has impeded the progress of the Christian Religion amongst Maho- 
metans, Jews, and Infide's, by stifling their first thoughts to admit 
the most convincing truths, and stopping their ears against the 
wisest arguments ; because they see that we canuot even agree with 
one another upon its Doctrines, but are continually jarring and differ* 
ing, each one wedded to his own conceits, and blind to the duty aud 
necessity of Chureh Union. Eighthly, it has opened the mouths, 
and whetted the tongues of the professed euemies of Christianity to 
reviling invectives, and profane scoffs against our blessed Lord 
Himself, and His Holy Religion, because they behold those who 
call themselves Christians wrangle so contentiously about trifling 
and unimportant points of Faith and Discipline. Ninthly, it has 
been the forerunner of, and has generally terminated in tyranny and 
oppression, in which respect divisions in Religion are like insurrec- 
tions in the State. We need but little proof of this, such lamentable 
confirmation have we experienced in our own couutry, and in the 
history of our own Church, during the Commonwealth, 



INFERENCES FROM THE PRECEDING ARGUMENTS. 

Because it has been shown that the Church of Christ is in its nature a 
Visible^ United, and Perpetual Society, and that the Church of England is as a 
Body Politic such a Society ; therefore the Church of England is a Church of 
Christ. Because it has been shown that it is the Duty of every man to maintain 
Communion with the Church of Christ, in Doctrine, Worship, and Government: 
therefore it is the Duty of every Englishman to maintain Communion with the 
Church of England, in Doctrine, Worship, and Government. Because it has 
been shown that it is impossible for any one who has Schematically separated 
from the Church of England to maintain such Communion ; therefore, every 
one who has Schematically separated from the Church of England is no longer 
in Communion with that Church, that is, he is no Member of that Church. But 
it has been shown that the Church of England is a Church of Christ; therefore, 
any one who has Schematically separated from, and is no longer a Member of 
the Church of England, has also Schematically separated from, and is no longer a 
Member of, the Church of Christ, Hence, we may infer that it is not possible 
for a person to separate Schematically from the Church of England, and yet to 
be no Schematic from the Church of Chret. 
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Obj.— " Moreover in my separation from the Church of 
England, I am not only no Schismatic from the Church, 
of Christ, but I am also no Schismatic profit the Church 
of England ; for in like manner the Church of England 
separated from the Church of Rome, and thereby justified 
my separation : jor, first , the Church cf England sepa- 
rated from the Church of Rome under a full persuasion 
that she ought to have done so, and I separate from the 
Church of England under a similar persuasion that I 
ought to do so: secondly, the Church of England sepa- 

. rated from the Church of Rome for greater purity of 
Doctrines, Worship, and Ordinances, and for the same 
reason I separate from the Church of England; and % 
thirdly, with respect to the Authority by which the con-, 
ditions of Communion are prescribed, as the Church of 
England denies that the Bishop of Rome has any just % 
Authority to make Rules for her Communion, or to 
prescribe Laws for her Government, .so I question the 
Lawfulness of that Authority which has established the 
Liturgy, and which requires those Rites and Ceremonies 
against which I object; because 1 see no right or warrant 
in Scripture that Bishops should, either singly, or jointly, 
either with the civil authority, or without it, prescribe to 
their Congregations in Ecclesiastical Matters, fyc" 



Q, Q.—Ha& the Church of England in her separation from the 
Church of Rome justified the separation of Dissenters/rom her own 
Communion ? 

By do means, as will appear evident if we examine the reasons 
adduced by the Church of England to vindicate her separation from 
the Church of Rome, and the principles upon which the Dissenters 
defend their separation from the Church of England. 

Now, first, it is objected that " the Church of England separated 
from the Church of Rome under a full persuasion that she ought to 
have done so, and that the Dissenters separate from the Church of 
England under a similar persuasion that they ought to do so/' 
But, let it be remembered, this plea, " that the Church of England 
was fully pysuaded that she ought to have separated from the 
Church of Rome," may with the Church of England he a very just 
plea against the Church of Rome, provided her Conscience be 
rightly informed as to the points controverted between herself and 
the Church of Rome, and yet the same pica with the Dissenters 
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against the Church of England may not be just, although they are 
fully persuaded that the Church of England has giveo them just 
eatise for separation, if there is indeed no such cause. For this 
question must be determined by the Reasons upon which each is 
persuaded to separate, and not merely by the persuasion itself. 
Because, in the first place, this plea of persuasion, (or as it is 
sometimes called, of Conscience,) is no other thau what a Turk or 
a Jew may advance for refusing to become a Christian ; viz. that 
" he is fully persuaded that he ought not to become a Christian," 
because he believes that Christianity is not from God, so far as it 
is contrary to the Religion which he himself professes. Now even 
if this be objected sincerely, yet it will in no respect prove that 
which he professes to be truer in his mouth, than it would be in the 
month of a hypocrite, although it may prove him to be a more honest 
Jew or Turk, than another who is convinced in his conscience of 
the Truth, and yet denies it with his mouth.' Secondly, let it. be 
remembered, that many of the Jews and Heathens who persecuted 
the Servants of Christ were doubtless " fully persuaded that they 
ought to have done so," and that in doing so they were doing God 
a service ; and, 1, for my part, dare not question, but that some 
who served the cruel ends of the Church of Rome, were similarly 
persuaded. Is it possible, however, to suppose that God will 
reward them for their actions, because of their sincere intentions ? 
It would be as reasonable to suppose that a Christian would be 
acquitted of sin in rejecting the Gospel of Christ, because " he is 
fully persuaded that he ought to reject it," when we are but too 
certain that the mis-information of a man's conscience, or his 
erroneous persuasion is a sin. We may, therefore, conclude upon 
this particular question, that, although it be true that " the Church 
of England has separated from (he Church of Rome under a full 
persuasion that she ought to have done so, and that the Dissenter* 
separate from the Church of England under a similar persuasion 
that they dug/it to do so," yet whether either party is justified in 
its separation, or not, must be determined by those Reasons upon 
which each is persuaded that it ought to do so, and not merely by 
the persuasion itself For to suppose otherwise, would be to lay 
down a principle that would viudicate a man in the greatest errors 
that can be professed, and justify him in the most wicked actioim 
that can be performed, under an erroneous persuasion that those 
are not errors, and that these are not wicked actions. 

It will be necessary then to examine in the second place thf* 
Reasons upon which the Church of England is persuaded that she 
ought to have separated from the Church of Rome, and the Reasons 
upon which the Dissenters are persuaded that they ought to separate 
from the Church of England. But it is objficted that both were 
influenced by the same reasons, via. "a greater purity of Doctrines* 
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Worship, and Ordinances," and, therefore, that the separation of 
ttic one justified the separation of the other. Now, !f by ihe term 
* greater purity" the Church of England and the Dissenters 
Understand the same thing, 1 must candidly acknowledge that the 
separation 'of the one does certainly jnstify the separation of the 
other'; because if the ChuTcb of ' England has lawfully separated 
from the Church of Rome for the sake of greater purity, others also 
without donbt may lawfully separate from the Church of England 
for the salve of greater purity. But I will prove that the Church 
of England and the Dissenters by the term "greater purity" do 
not understand the same thing, and therefore that the example sf 
the Church of England iu separating from the Church of Rome is 
a very weak pica to be advanced by the Dissenters to justify their 
separation from the Church of England. Now, by the word 
purity the Church of England understands purity in opposition 
to sin, or to the violation of the commandments of God ; for by the 
intpuYity or corruption of the Church of Rome, she understands the 
-svnftUness of that Church, and by separating from the Church of 
florae, the Church of England means forsaking her Communion oh 
account of the very impure and sinful conditions which site requires 
df all her Members, of which the Church of England herself must be 
guilty, if site communicated with her at all ; and, therefore, that ft 
Hvas necessary to depart from her, because it was most necessary not 
to deny the Truths, nor transgress the Laws of God. Before I show 
.how this plea is maintained in answer to the Church of Rome, f 
would observe Hhat "by saying that the Church of England has sepa- 
rated for the sake of greater purity, I do not mean that she has 
forsaken but some corruptions only of the Roman Faith and Worship, 
as if indeed the Communion of the Church of England were now 
certainly purer than that of the Church of Home, but not so pure 
as it ought to be. This is not my meaning : Fori will prove here- 
after that the Church of England has purified herself from all those 
•practices, and abolished all those Rules relating to the Worship df 
<3od, which were contrary to His Word ; consequently, that there 
is no impurity left in the conditions of her Communion, so that any 
man, whose Conscience is rightly informed, may communicate with 
lier without sin. Wherefore, this comparative expression of sepa- 
rating for greater purity from the Roman Church respects the state 
of that Church, supposing indeed that all the Conditions of her 
'Communion were not impure, but, at the same time, implying that 
Very many of them were so ; and, therefore, that her Communion 
ivas not pure enough for any Christian to join in it with a good 
Conscience. Thus have 1 endeavoured to show what the Church if 
'England understands by separating for " greater purity " 1 will 
now show how she maintains this plea iu answer to the Church of 
Rome. To prove this charge, that the Communion of the Chureti 
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of Rome was, and is still corrupted in this sense, the Church of 
England employs but one plain and direct way. She shows by citing 
express and particular Passages of the Holy Scriptures, that there 
ere several Doctrines which the Church of Home professes, and 
several things in her Worship which she practises, that are de- 
cidedly repugnant to the Truth which God has revealed, and to the 
Laws which He has delivered to us ; and that she exacts the pro- 
fession of those errors* and the observance of those practices, 
(most of which grate upon the very foundations of Christianity,) 
from all her Members. To turn now to our Dissenting Brethren. 
They certainly use the same plea in words to justify their separation 
from the Church of England that the Church of England employs 
to justify her own separation from the Church of Rome; but, as I 
will prove that they do not understand the same thing, that is, 
that they understand, or mean, something else, when they charge 
it upon the Church of England, than what the Church of England 
means by it, when she charges it upon the Communion of the 
Church of Rome ; therefore, they do not use the same plea against 
the Church of England, that the Church of England produces 
agaiust the Church of Rome. For what do Dissenters mean by the 
" greater purity of Doctrines, Worship, and Ordinances," for the 
sake of which they separate from the Church of England ? In what 
does this purity consist 1 With respect to Doctrines, the more 
pious and intelligent of them acknowledge that those which are 
professed in the Church of England are pure, and that she doca not 
.require in her Thirty-Nine Articles of Religion the profession of 
: auy Doctrine in order to Lay Communion, which a good Christian 
has reason to suspect.* This acknowledgment necessarily makes a 
great difference between the purity of Doctrine in the Church of 
England, and the purity of Doctrine in the Church of Rome, 
.because the Church of Rome requires of all in her Communion the 
-profession of gross, palpable, scandalous, and damnable errors, as 
are the Doctrines of Trausubstantiation, the Adoration of the Host, 
the Worship of Images, Prayers to the Dead, &c. With respect 
to " Worship and Ordinances," our Dissenting Brethren evidently 
understand by the term •• greater purity ," that Extemporaneous 
Prayers are purer than Forms of Prayer; that to receive the 
-Eucharist sitting, or standing, is purer than to receive it kneeling; 
that to omit the sign of the Cross, after Baptism, is purer than to 
use it ; that the Minister's prayiug in a black gown, or without a 
gown, is purer than to pray in a white surplice* &c. Now, in 
objecting to these Forms and Ceremonies of Divine Worship, the 
Dissenters must do so either because they consider them merely 
inexpedient and unedifying, or because they think them plainly 
unlawful. First, if they consider them merely as inexpedient and 
unedifying, there is this great difference between the separation of 

«. 1 believe I do not err in laying that it U rattier against the Subscription to, than the Doctrine* 
contained in, our Articles of Keliglon, that our Dissenting Brethren except. 
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the Church of England and their separation ; that whereas the 
Church of England- in her separation from the Church of Rome 
forsook an idolatrous and unlawful Communion with clear and 
unquestionable evidence both of Reason and Scripture again* t her, 
for a lawful Communion ; but that the Dissenters, in their sepa- 
ration from the Church of England, forsook a lawful Commuuion. 
for one that they only believe to be better ; so that in this pre ton ce 
for separation, they do not understand purity in opposition to sin, 
or the violation of any of the Commandments of God, (as does the 
Church of England,) but purity in opposition to a less convenient 
or prudent Regulation of the outward Mode of Worship. There- 
fore, it is evident, if the Dissenters in separating from the Church 
of England for the sake of greater purity, mean only that her 
Worship and Ordinances are inexpedient and unedifying, that 
they do not understand the same thing by separating from the Com- 
munion of a Church for greater purity, that the Church of England 
understands by it ; that they cannot, therefore, urge that pretence 
for separation against the Church of England, as the Church of 
England urges it against the Church of Rome ; and, consequently, 
that the reason of the Church of England for separating from the 
Church of Rome for greater purity, cannot justify the separation of 
the Dissenters from the Church of England. For example : it may 
possibly happen that a man may act so foolishly as to subject him- 
self to very considerable inconvenience in forsaking his habitation, 
because there is some slight distemper in the neighbourhood, which 
is known to endanger the life of no one : and yet it may be a very 
wise and prudent act in another man to fly his country when a 
dreadful plague is raging in every corner of it, especially if he could 
know that it would be impossible for him to escape if he should 
remain there any longer. Nevertheless, it cannot he denied but 
that the one as well as the other may pretend that he left his 
dwelling for the sake of better health and greater safety ; bnt it 
cannot also be denied that the latter pretended this like a wise man, 
and that the former did it like a fool. The case under our present 
consideration is very similar. It was very neeessary for the Church 
of England to depart from the Church of Rome for the sake of 
greater purity ; becanse there were such corruptions in the Church 
ef Rome, positively and particularly forbidden in the Word of God, 
♦hat the Church of Eugland might with just reason pretend it 
necessary to forsake her Communion for one that was purer : and 
yet it may not be necessary for the Dissenters to depart from the 
Church of England, although they may use the same plea against that 
Church, because it can be proved that there are no such eorrnptions, 
positively and particularly forbidden by God, in the Church of 
England, to give them just cause to leave her Communion iipon 
♦hat pretence. If, therefore,, the Dissenters separate from the 

H 
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Clinrcb of England merely because they consider he* Worship ancf 
Ordinances as inexpedient ami unedifying, tliey camiot justly 
pretend that it is for the sake of greater purity ; because a Form 
or Ceremony may be inexpedient and unedifying, and yet in no 
respect impure ; unless it can be shown to have been expressly 
forbidden by God. 

But, secondly, if the Dissenters do not only consider the 
Forms and Ceremonies of Worship in the Church of England as 
inexpedient and unedifying, but think them also plainly unlawful* 
there is still a great differeuce between the plea of impurity as 
employed by the Church of England against the Church of Rome, 
and as employed by the Dissenters against the Church of Euglaud ; 
wot only in the particular Practices themselves, which the Church 
of England declares to be impure and unlawful iu the Church of 
Rome, and those which the Dissenters declare to be impure and 
unlawful in the Church of England, but also iu the mode of argument 
by which the Church of England pretends to prove those, and that 
by which the Dissenters pretend to prove these Practices to be 
impure and unlawful. Now, first, with respect to the par ticular 
Practices themselves. The Dissenters, together with the Church 
of England, condemn as impure and unlawful. Prayers in an un- 
known Tongue, the Adoration of the Host, the Worship of the 
Cross, and similar practices of the Roman Church in her Forms of 
Worship, from which, they also acknowledge, that the Church of 
England has reformed her Commuuion. But they object, that she 
lias retained other Practices like them, although less impure, as the 
use of a Public Form of Prayer, Kneeling at the receipt of the 
Eucharist, Wearing a white Surplice, Signing with the sign of 
the Cross, Bowing at the name of Jesus, &c. which are not only 
.unlawful iu themselves, but unlawful because they have been, and are 
still used in Idolatrous Services, and are not necessary to be done 
by the Church of England. Now, let the Particular Practices 
which I have stated as objected against the Church of Rome, and 
the Particular Practices objected against the Church of Englaud 
be compared together, and the unlawfulness of the former being 
supposed, the unlawful uess of the latter cannot from thence be 
inferred, because the questions concerning the one and the other, 
are perfectly distinct from one another. Thus, to pray in ad 
unknown tongue may he absurd and contrary to Scripture, and yet; 
Forms of Prayer in a language understood by the whole Congrega- 
tion, may not only be lawful but even profitable, and (as will be - 
proved hereafter,*) in most cases necessary. The JJdoration 
of the Host may be an Idolatrous practice, and yet to kneel at the 
receipt of the Eucharist, where such Adoration is expressly dis- 
claimed, may not only be not an Idolatrous, but even a Scriptural 
practice. It is possible to sign the Baptized Infant with the sign 

* Chap iv. 
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'©/* the Cross, iti token of the obligation which Baptism imposes 
<upon us, and yet not worship that sign, nor attribute any of that 
•virtue or efficacy to it, which makes the Popish use of it foolish and 
superstitious. Finally, there is no practice in the Romish Church, 
which the Church of England has abandoned as unlawful, from 
which the unlawfulness ot wearing a white Surplice, or of seeing 
it worn, can with any reason be inferred. In a word, no erroneous 
Doctrine, nor unlawful practice in the Church of* Rome can be 
assigned, (confessed by the Dissenters to be rejected by the Church 
of England,) from which it may be possible to infer the unlawfulness 
of any one single Form, Ordinance, Rite, or Ceremony excepted 
. against the Church of England by the Dissenters, But it is objected 
that they are unlawful because they have been, and are still, used 
in Idolatrous Services, and are not necessary to be practised* by the 
Church of England. Now, although it will be my object in a suc- 
ceeding Chapter* to expose the fallacy of such an argument, yet I 
will here briefly observe that there is even in this respect a great 
difference between the separation of the Church of England from the 
Church of Rome, and the separation of the Dissenters from the 
Church of England. For the Church of England separated from the 
Church of Rome because otherwise she would be compelled to com- 
municate with her in her Idolatry, which is very necessary not to 
be done; but the Dissenters separate from the Church of Euglaud 
because otherwise they would be required to do some things only not 
necessary to be done, which have been, and still are, done by Idolaters. 
Let us take, for example, the most objectionable of all these particular 
Ceremonies thus said to he practised by Idolaters, viz. the Kneeling 
at the receipt of the Eucharist. Now, the Church of England sepa- 
rated from the Church of Rome because she dares not worship bread, 
which, without all question is Idolatry; the Dissenters separate from 
the Church of England, because the Church of England, which has so 
loudly declaimed against that Idolatry, worships (not the bread, which 
she firmly believes to retain its own nature, but) God only, as the 
Dissenters themselves confess, when the Church of England partakes 
of that bread. Thus it appears evident that there is a very great 
difference between the plea of impurity, as employed by the Church 
of England against the Church of Rome, and as employed by 
the Dissenters against the Church of England, in the particular 
Practices which the Church of England declares to be impure and 
unlawful iu the Church of Rome, and the particular Practices 
which the Dissenters declare to be impure and unlawful in the 
Church of England* But, secondly, there is also a great difference 
between the mode of argument used by the Church of England 
to prove those particular Practices to be unlawful, against which 
she excepts, as Conditions of Communion with the Church of- 
Rome, and that employed by the Dissenters for the same purpose 
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against the Church of England. Now, the Church of England usee 
but one plain and direct way to prove those particulars in the Roman 
Worship to be unlawful, by citing express and particular passages 
of the Holy Scriptures to which they are decidedly repugnant. For 
example, she produces the Second Commandment to prove that God 
has in that Commandment forbidden the Worship of Images : now 
can the Dissenters produce any such testimony of Scripture against 
kneeling when we receive the Sacrament? Again she alleges a 
positive prohibition of praying in an unknown Tongue ;* can th« 
Dissenters quote any one single Text in all the Bible against 
praying by a Form of Words? In a word, can they take any one 
argument employed by the Church of England to prove any Doctrine, 
Practice, or particular condition of Communion as unlawful, which 
the Church of Rome requires, and by that argumeut, or indeed any 
other argument, prove any condition of Communion with the Church 
of England to be also unlawful. For, let it be remembered, if the 
Dissenters do not attempt to make out their plea as the Church of 
England does, by showing wherein the Communion of the Church 
of England is corrupted with such Conditions as oblige her Members 
to do what God has forbidden, or to neglect what He has commanded 
them to do, or to contradict what He has revealed, their plea m 
very weakly advanced to justify their separation from the Church of 
England, by the example of the Church of England in separating 
from the Church of Rome. Now, the argument which they employ 
to prove the particular Forms and Ceremonies of the Church of 
England to be unlawful is not by showing that any one of them Is 
positively forbidden by God, but by showing that they are not ex- 
pressly commanded by Him, nor necessary for Divine Worship*: 
that the appointment of significant Rites and Ceremonies is a dero» 
gation from the Supremacy of Christ, and the Sufficiency of the 
Holy Scriptures ; and that the liberty of Christians consists chiefly 
in their exemption from all human determinations to any practice, 
to which God, or the nature of the thing itself has not determined 
them, although the matter of such determination be those things 
only which God has left indifferent. With what success they pursue 
this mode of argument it will be my purpose to determine in a 
succeeding Chapter ;t when I shall endeavour to prove that the 
Church of England has a power to enact orders for the Worship of 
God in matters that are indifferent, and to prescribe Rites and 
Ceremonies that are not contrary to His Word ; that being neces* 
sarily lawful, against which there is no Law. IVJy present object 
is chiefly to point out the difference in this respect between the way 
and means employed by the Church of England to prove the Con* 
ditions of Communion in Worship with the Church of Rome to be 
unlawful, and those by which the same fault is imputed by the 
Dissenters to the Church of England, that whilst the Church of 

* 1 Cor. xiv. + Chap. v. 
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England proycs that the Church of Rome enjoins Practices which 
are unlawful for any man to determine for himself, the Dissenters 
only attempt to prove that the Church of England enjoins Practices 
which are not unlawful for a man to choose for himself \ bnt only 
unlawful for authority to chooso for him. It is very manifest, 
therefore, that there is a very great difference between the Church 
of England against the Church of Rome, and the Dissenters against 
the Church of Eugland, in the particular management and applica* 
tiou of this general proposition, that "we ought to separate from a 
Church for greater purity ;" for the Church of England is secure 
against all just accusation from the Church of Rome, if this one 
Proposition be true, vie. that " it is not in the power of any Church 
to dispense with the Laws of God, or to absolve us from our obit* 
gation to keep them ;" but the Dissenters cannot avoid the justice 
of any charge of the Church of England against them, unless this 
Proposition be also true, viz. that "the Church has no Authority in 
things of an indifferent nature, to prescribe such in Divine Service, 
as shall be considered most agreeable to the general Rules of 
Reason and Scripture, and most suitable to the great ends of 
Christianity" Now, if what be said ia these things will consist 
well together, that is, if the former Proposition be true, and if the 
truth of it will not prevent the latter from being false ; then the 
Church of England may with very great reason pretend that it was 
necessary fur her to separate from the Church of Rome for greater 
purity, or for the avoiding of sin, but the Dissenters will have lis 
warrant from her example to pretend the same in their separation 
from her Communion. From what lias been urged upon this subject, 
it is manifest that, whether we consider the particular Practices 
themselves pretended to be unlawful in both Communions, or the 
mode of argument adopted by the Church of England to prove those 
which the Church of Rome would impose upon her, and that which the 
Dissenters employ to make out a similar charge against the Church 
of England, the difference is so very great that it cannot be said 
with reason and modesty that the Church of England and Dissenters 
understand the same thing, by separating for the sake of " greater 
purity of Doctrine, Worship, and Ordinances;" and, therefore, 
the Dissenters meaning something efee when they urge this pretence 
for separation from the Church of England, than what tfee Church 
of England means when she urges it as a reason for separation front 
the Church of Rome, they cannot be said to use the same plea 
against the Church of England that the Church of England uses 
against the Church of Rome ; and, consequently, the Reasons of 
the Church of England for separating from the Church of Rome for 
greater purity, cannot possibly justify the separation of the Dis- 
senters from the Chnrch of England for greater purity. 
But, thirdly, it is objected that "with respect to the Authority 
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.-by which the Conditions of Communion are prescribed, as the Church 
of England denies that the Bishop of Rome has Any just Authority to 
make Rules for her Communion, or to prescribe Laws for her Govern- 
ment, so the Dissenter* question the lawfulness of that Authority 
.which has established the Liturgy, and which requires those Rites and 
Ceremonies, against which they object, &c" Now, iti order to ascer- 
tain correctly the great difference with respect to Authority between 
the case of the Church of England against the Church of Rome, and 
the case of the Dissenters against the Church of England, it will be 
necessary to consider three particulars ; first, the Authority itself; 
secondly, the manner in which it was exercised ; and, thirdly, the 
nature of the obedience which it required. With respect to the 
•first of these, so far as the Church of England was concerned, it 
.was an Usurped Authority of a Foreign Bishop, whose subject she 
was not, and to whom she owed no allegiance whatever ; with 
respect to the second particular, it was an Antichristian Authority, 
because it required sinful and idolatrous practices of all its subjects; 
and in the third place it was a Tyrannical Authority, because it 
arrogated to itself an Infallibility in determining all questions of 
Faith, and in pursuance of such a claim denied to all the liberty of 
examining, its Doctrines and Practices by the Holy Scriptures, 
requiring their acquiescence therein without the slighest scruple or 
hesitation. In opposing, therefore, " the Authority of the Bishop 
of Rome: to make Rules for her Communion, or to prescribe Laws 
for her Government," the Church of England merely objected to a 
blind ohedienceAo the Ecclesiastical Tyranny of a Foreign Bishop 
in matters unlawful to be done by any Christian. Let us now 
examine the case of our Dissenting Brethren in each of these three 
Particulars : and, first, with respect to the Authority itself, they 
object that the impositions of the Church of England are as truly 
Usurpations upon particular Congregations, as if they had been 
enforced upon this Kingdom by a pretended Authority from Rome, 
because they think that every such Congregation has full power iu 
itself to order all things relating to Worship and Discipline, and is 
not justly accountable to any other Authority for the order it shall 
take to govern itself in these matters. This notion of course pro* 
ceeds upon the supposition that Congregational Independency is 
of Divine right, both in opposition to Episcopal Superiority, and 
to National Church Government; as I will disprove this position in 
the Second and Third Chapters of this Work, 1 leave the decision 
to the merits of the cause as therein argued : in the meanwhile we 
may assume (as will be proved hereafter) that the right of Congre- 
gational Independency is more novel than, and perhaps as weak, as 
t.he pretended Supremacy of the Pope ; because it is not likely that 
that notion of a Church, or of Church Communion, can be true 
winch makes it impossible for the particular Churches of a Christian 



Kincdotti to be united under the Sovereign Authority in the 
observance of the same Rules and Laws made for the benefit of 
them all Now I have shown that the Church of Christ is in its 
nature a" Visibly UnitedSocU ty ; but it is evident that no Society can 
he united without this principle, " that a lawful Authority is to be 
submitted to, and obeyed, by inferiors in all lawful things, and that 
the mere imprudence, or inexpediency of its determinations, cannot 
dissolve them from their obligation to comply with them;" unless 
the Dissenters can inform us, what peculiar Communion that is, 
from which it would be uulawful to separate even upon this principle, 
" that there is no obligation to Communion, where there is an v thing 
to be reformed in the outward mode of Divine Worship." But, let 
it be remembered that we are told that in " questioning the lawful- 
ness of that Authority which has established the Liturgy," &c. the 
Dissenters do no more than the Church of England has done in " deny- 
ing that the Bishop of Rome has any just Authority to make Rules 
for her Communion." In saying this they must certainly forget that 
whilst the latter was the Usurped Authority of a Foreign™, the 
former was the Authority of the Bishops and Clergy of the Particular- 
Church in which they were born, baptized, and educated; and that 
in « establishing the Liturgy, &c." although those Bishops and 
Clergy first agreed upon the Rule and Order for Divine Worship and 
Church Government, yet as the Rules and Orders thus agreed upon 
were subsequently approved of by the Houses of Lords and Commons 
in Parliament assembled, and afterwards made Laws by the 
Sovereign power of the King; that, therefore, if the confederation 
of the Particular Churches in this Kingdom to govern themselves, 
and to serve God in Religious Assemblies by the same Rule, and 
accordiug to the same Form, can become the matter of a Law 
obliging all Christians to conformity, there is no Authority wanting 
to induce such an obligation. Indeed, even if the Churches of this 
Kingdom had not been united, as they are, into a National Form, 
but each Bishop and his Presbytery, (Or Clergy) had made Rules 
for Religious Assemblies independently of the rest, yet it would not 
be lawful for any one to separate from the Parochial Congregation 
where he lived. Now it caunot be denied but that an English 
Bishop may have good Authority to govern his Diocese, and an 
English Minister his Parish here in England, and yet it may he 
foolish and unjust iu an Italian Bishop (as every Bishop of Rome 
necessarily is) to claim any Authority over the one, or the other ; 
nor can it be denied that the King of England has just Authority 
here although the Pope of Rome has none ; and that the Laws of 
the Land concerning Religion, and the Worship of God, do bind 
the Consciences of the King's Subjects more than if they had wanted 
the Authority ot t'ae Legislative power at home, and came to us from 
abroad with nothing but the seal of the Fisherman to recommend 
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them ; that it, in the loiter cose wb might have refitted them 
as wanting Authority, but not so in the former case, because the 
matter of them being supposed to be lawful, they ought to be com- 
plied with. We may, therefore, conclude with respect to the 
Authority itself, that although the Pope has no Authority in thia 
Kingdom, yet it does not follow that every particular Congregation 
must be Independent ; nor can the Dissenters take a single argu- 
ment used by the Church of England to prove her Independency 
upon the Church of Home, and make it hold good to prove the 
Independency of a Congregation either upon a National or Epis- 
copal Church. Wherefore, supposing that the decrees of the 
Bishop of Rome to be of no good Authority in England, and the 
Laws and Ecclesiastical Rules of the Church of Englaud to want no 
good Authority, the Conditions of Communion being otherwise 
lawful ou both sides, then the refusal of the Church of England to 
submit to those decrees of the Bishop of Rome may be justifiable, 
but the refusal of the Dissenters to submit to the Laws and Rules 
of the Bishops and Pastors of the Church of England may not be 
justifiable. Secondly, the Authority of the Bishop of Rome waa 
exercised in requiring compliance of all his subjects with sinful and 
idolatrous practices. Now it will he seen hereafter, that the Authority 
•f the Bishops of the Church of England requires nothing but what 
is agreeable to the Word of God, and ths t every particular com- 
plained of is consonant with the Gospel of Christ ; aud, therefore, 
that the refusal to submit to that Authority is not only unjustifiable, 
but even inexcusable. And, lastly, with respect to the nature and 
extent of the obedience required by that Authority, the Church of 
England does not (like the Bishop of Rome) pretend to Infallibility, 
nor does she deny her Members the liberty of examining her 
Doctrines and Practices by the Holy Scriptures ; for she not only 
allows them to be read to enable them to judge of the truth of her 
Laws and Ecclesiastical Ordinances, but she causes them to be 
publicly read to them in all her Churches, so that she does not 
educate them like the Church of Rome, iu an implicit Faith, and a 
blind Obedieswr, but challenges only that Authority with which 
Christ has invested His Church.* It is, therefore, evident that 
there is a great difference between the refusal of the Church of 
England to submit to the Authority of the Bishop of Rome, and 
the refusal of the Dissenters to submit to the Authority of the 
Bishops of the Church of England. 

I now appeal to every reasonable man to decide from the great 
difference of the case between the Dissenters against the Church of 
England, and the Church of England against the Church of Rome, 
whether the reason of the separation of the Church of England from 
the Churchof Romec&Ti$o69ib\y justify the separation of Dissenters 
from the Church of England. 

* Quest. 2. 



Q. la— ^* it has been objected that the Dissenters are no 
Schismatics from the Church of England, because the Church of 
England has separated schismatics lly from the Church of Rome, 
can you prove that the Reasous upon which the Church of England 
charges the Dtesenters with Schism cannot effect herself, when the 
Cbnrch of Rome accuses her of the same sin ? 

If it can be proved that the Church of England has really sepa- 
rated schismaticully from the Church of Rome, it will be evident 
that the Reasons upon which she charges the Dissenters with Schism 
mast necessarily affect herself when the Church of Rome accuses 
her of the same sin ; and, therefore, that the Dissenters can, be "no 
Schismatics from the Church of England, because in like manner 
the Church of England separated from the Church of Rome, and 
• thereby justified their separation." But I will undertake to prove* 
that the separation of the Church of England from the Church of 
Rome was a lawful separation, whilst the separation of the Dis* 
sertters from the Church of England was an unlawful Sehism ; 
and, therefore, that the reasons upon which the Church of England 
charges the Dissenters with Schism cannot affect herself, when the 
Church of Rome accuses her of the same sin. 

Now from the preceding Definitions of the Nature of Communion 
with, and Schism from the Church of Christ,* it will appear that 
the Church of England has not been guilty of Schism in her sepa- 
ration from the Church of Rome, if it can be but satisfactorily 
proved that she has not " separated voluntarily and causelessly from 
a Christian Church, of which she was a Member, in Doctrine, 
Worship, or Government /" and in like mauner if it can be proved 
that our Dissenting Brethren have " voluntarily and causelessly 
separated in Doctrine, Worship, or Government, from a Christian 
Church, of which they were Members" in their separation from 
the Church of England, they have been guilty of Schism. 

In the first place, as it respects the Church of England, it will 
be necessary to show that first she did not separate from a Christian 
Church, of which she was a Member, by which I mean a Church 
having a lawful jurisdiction over her, and to which she owed sub* 
jection and obedience ; secondly, that her separation was neither 
voluntary nor causeless ; and, thirdly, that in her separation she 
violated no bond of Church Union, viz. Doctrine, Worship, and 
Government. 

Now, in the first case, I contend that the Church of England, in 
her separation from the Church of Rome, did not separate from 
a Church of which she was a Member. For she separated only 
from the Roman Church, and even that separation consisted merely 
in disowning the Authority of the Pope of Rome, whom Romanists' 
pretend to consider the Head of the Universal Church. Now* 

nothing can be plainer than that the Roman Church is only a 

■ ■- - *,„.,.,— ,,.>' 

♦ Quest 3 and 5. , 
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Particular Church, and not the Universal Church, although we 
include the Churches of her subordination, or correspondence. She 
is certainly called by her own Members " the Roman Catholic 
Church ;" but such an appellation renders her no more Catholic* 
aud no less Particular, titan she would be without it, becaase to 
style her so is a Contradiction in Terms, .and not less absurd than 
to speak of a Particular Universal, or to assert the City of Rome 
to be the whole World. Now the Churches of Rome and England 
were distinct and separate branches of the Catholic Church, and 
their holding coram uuion with each other was not essential. For 
by the Unity of the Christian Church we do not understand a 
necessary Communion between all branches of that Church, how- 
ever dispersed, or however distiuguished from each other; for thia 
mustdepend up >n circumstances: but that Unity which every hranchr 
of the Christian Church possesses within itself, when all its Members 
being " joined together in the same mind, and in the same judg- 
ment/^* live in dutiful obedience to those " who have the rule over 
them/'t and in Christian Fellowship with each other.. The separa- 
tion, therefore, of one of these two distinct Particular Brunches of 
the Catholic Church from the other, was a circumstance by which 
their existence as Churches could in no respect be affected ; because 
each possessed within itself all those cliaracteristic marks, by which 
a Church, us a Society of Christ's forcing, can be distinguished. 
The separation, therefore, of the Church of England from the 
Church of Home, (as the Cl.urch of England was in full possession 
of those characteristic marks before her connection with the Church 
of Rome took place,§) consisted in the right which one indepen- 
dent Branch of the Church of Christ claims of separating, in its 
collective character, from the errors of another Branch of it, with 
which, from local circumstances, it may, or may not, hold com- 
munion, lu such separation, therefore, we behold the deliberate 
act of an independent Branch of the Church of Christ, vindicating 
its own rights against the usurped tyranny of another Branch of the 
same Church, and breaking off Communiou with it, in order to 
preserve the Purity of its own Worship ; although, let it he remem- 
bered, even if the Church of Rome had been pure and orthodox, 
yet the Church of England might have justly cast off her Authority, 
being; usurped, and asserted her own freedom ; even as it is the 
duty aiid glory of a nation to depose an Usurper, although his 
l^aws and Government are much better than those of the rightful 
Sovereign. 1 have proved, therefore, that in separating from the 
Church of Rome, the Church of England separated only from a 
Foreign and Particular Branch of the Catholic Church, of which 

* 1 Cor. i. 10. + Heb. xiif. 17. 
t I refer here parti ularly to the fact, that there w,w a Christian Episcopal Church, with law. 
ful Governors, in this island, for at least thrre rentnrit's before Austin the Monk set his foot 
in it ; and that hei Bishops opposed the pro< r edinprs of that haug-hty Priest, and vehemently 
denied obedience U the See of Rome, on acre unt of which they suffered very severely. 
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she was no member, which of course had no lawful jurisdiction over 
her, and to which she owed uo allegiance nur subjection ; and 
therefore iu this respect she is guiltless of Schism. 1 now proceed 
to prove in the second place that her separation from the Church 
of Home was neither voluntary nor causeless, which, as I have 
shown, are both necessary conditions of Schism. The separation 
of the Church of England from the Church of Rome was not volun- 
tary in the former, because she was compelled to it by force aud 
violence;* she did not originally attempt a separation, hut only 
desired a Reformation ; and if the Church of Rome had complied 
with her wishes, and removed the Errors and Abuses, Superstitious 
and Corruptions, Tyranny and Usurpation, which she had intrc- 
<iuced into the Faith, Worship, and Government of the Church of 
-Christ, the Church of England would still have peaceably continued 
in her Communion. But it is too well known that instead of com- 
plying with these wishes, she menaced all who expressed such a 
desire, with fire and faggot, with imprisonment, and confiscation of 
their estate, and every species of torment, if they refused to comply 
withJier corruptions and innovations. The separation of the Church 
of England from the Church of Rome, therefore, was not schisma- 
tical because involuntary. Nor was it a causeless separation, for 
she had just and abundant reason, because the Church of Rome had 
made the Terms of her Communion such as could not be complied 
with without sin. If this cau be satisfactorily proved, we may infer 
that the Church of England could not have been gnilty of Schism as 
a causeless act, for when it is a sin to communicate, it cannot be 
a sin to separate. To do this, it will he necessary to show that the 
Church of England did not schismatically separate from the Roman 
Church in Doctrine, Worship, or Government; in other. words 
that the Doctrines, Worship, and Government of the Church of 
Rome could not be professed, complied with,and obeyed, without sin ; 
which wiU also prove that the separation of the Church of England 
from the Communion of the Church of Rome on that account was 
causeless on the part of the former. Now, in the first place, it was 
impossible that the Church of England should have schismatically 
separated from the Church of Rome iu point of Doctrine, because 
although she may differ from the Church of Rome in some Doctrines, 
yet as a part is not the whole, so the Church of Rome is not the 
Catholic Church, but only a Particular Church. But no Particular 
Church (to say nothing of the Universal Church siuce the days of 
the Apostles,) has Authority to make a fundamental Article of 
Faith, although it may explain, or declare it ; therefore, thp 
Church of Rome has no Authority to create new Doctrines, or 
articles of Faith ; and ninch less, being a Foreign Church, has she 
any right to impose those new Doctrines upon the Phurch of 
England, over which as a perfectly distiuct and independent 

* " Non fugimus, sed fiigamus." Casaubon ad Feron. 
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Church she had no manner of jurisdiction whatever. But, let it be 
remembered, that the Doctrines on account of which the Church of 
England has separated from the Church of Rome, are those which 
that Church, and that Church only, has made fundamental Doctrines 
of Faith ;* therefore, by separating from her in Doctrine, the Church 
of England cannot hare been guilty of Schism. This will appear 
certain if we consider, that those new Doctrines and Articles of 
Faith thus introduced into the Church of Christ by the Roman 
Church were exceedingly dangerous and sinful. That they were 
derogatory, first, from the Honour of God the Father, by the 
Worship of Images ; secondly, from the Mediatorship of God the 
Son, by the praying to, and invocation of Saints and Angels ; and, 
thirdly, from the sanctifying influence of God the Holy Ghost, by 
inculcating human merit, human means, and Works of Superero* 
.gation. That they were Doctrines, exactly fitted to feed the 
ambition of the Roman Hierarchy, to enrich their coffers, to secure 
their authority, and to promote their ease and luxury, as are the 
Doctrines of Transubstantiation, Purgatory, her Multiplicities of 
Vows, her delusions in the principles of Repentance, and her 
administration of Penances, That they were Doctrines which 
•encouraged the most scandalous irregularities of life, (especially by 
the sale of human indigencies,) obstructed the diffusion of Christian 
Knowledge, and violated the express command of Holy Writ. In a 
word, the odious invasions aud extravagant usurpations of the 
Church of Rome were abused in nothing more than in the intro- 
duction of unscriptural and dangerous Doctrines, and iu the 
imposing them upon all in her Communion. So far, therefore, from 
professing the Doctrines of that Church, the Church of England 
had great cause to endeavour by all lawful means to separate from 
her on that account, aud to restore Religion to its primitive 
Doctrinal purity. We are, therefore, justified in believing that the 
Church of England has not been guilty of a schismatical separa- 
tion from the Church of Rome in point of Doctrine; especially if 
we bear in mind that in her separation she was careful to preserve 
« the Unity of the Spirit in the Bond of Peace ;" that, as she formed^ 
no new Church, so she introduced no new Doctrines, or Articles of 
Faith ; that the Doctrines which she now professes, (and which are 
no other than what the Catholic Church has received from Christ 
.and his Apostles, and which were constantly professed by their ' 
Successors in the Primitive Church,) were always maintained by 
her, although loaded and obscured with Romish errors and super- 

* The reader may learn to what extent Christianity has been indebted to the Church of Roma 
for Doctrinal Innovations, by the following list of some of them ': 



Mass ordered to be said in Latin . a. d. 394 

Extreme Unction 550 

Purgatory 593 

Invocation of the Virgin and Saints - - 607 

Image Worship 715 

Tnwsubatactiation ,. 10OQ 



Celibacy of Priests -*.-.- a D. 1015 
Indulgences ---....... 1190 

Dispensations. T , tT 1200 

Auricular Confession ....... 1215 

Elevation of the Host 122) 

&c. &c, &c. 



Btitione ; that she still professes the old Doctrinrs purged from the 
imparities which they had contracted in passing through so many 
degenerate ages. Secondly, I contend that the Church of England 
lias not schematically separated from the Chnrch of Rome in 
Worship. As the Church of Rome is only a Particular Church, 
and no otherwise Catholic than her neighbours are who profess the 
same Christianity, she can have no more power to censure the Church 
0/ England than the Church of England has to censure her,* and 
therefore the Church of England may lawfully depart in Worship 
from the Unity of the Church of Borne, being but a Particular 
Church of which she was not a Member. Now as by Worship 
must be meant Public Worship considered only in Substantiate and 
JSssentiale, and not as it is clothed with peculiar Modes, Rites, and 
Ceremonies, (for, otherwise it is no bond of Union between Parti* 
eular Churches,) therefore the Church of England can be proved 
to be guiltless of Schism in Worship from the Church of Rome* 
Now the Substantial and Essential parts of Public Worship are 
Prayer, and the Administration of the Blessed Sacraments ; and 
In different Particular, or National Churches, these things may be 
performed in a different man nor, aud with different Rites and 
Ceremonies, and yet those Churches may nevertheless still maintain 
Communion with the Catholic Church, and consequently be guilty 
of no schismatical separation from it, nor from one another, 
•Therefore, the Church of England has not schismatically sepa* 
.fated from the Church of Rome in Worship, as a bond of Church 
Union. I readily admit that she uses not the same Form of Prayer, 
because the Church of Rome had corrupted the Pure Worship of 
.God by Subtractions and Additions ; she had introduced Prayers in 
an unknown Tongue, and abused Divine Worship with corrupt and 
unlawful Practices, which she imposed upon. all in her Communiou ; 
viz. the Invocation of Saints and Angels, the Adoration of Relics 
and Images, the addition of fine Sacraments never instituted by 
Christ, and the taking away one half of oue of those which he did 
institute, viz. the Cup ; and the reading of the Scriptures in Latin, 
•which renders them uninstructivc. . By these and numberless other 
superstitions the Church of Rome had corrupted the Pure and 
Primitive Worship of God ; and, therefore, the Church of England 
in separating from her Communion on that account was not guilty 
of Schism in Worship, 1 will now endeavour to acquit her of that 
ain with respect to the third bond of Church Uuion. viz. Government* 
Now the separation of the Church of England from the Church 
af Borne in point of Government, was only an endeavour to preserve 
those Rights and Privileges, which by the Laws ot Christ belonged 
ie her, and an unwillingness to yield them up into the hands of a 
pretended Pope, vesting him with a boundless power over all 
Churches and Kingdoms in the World. For, as has already been 

♦ " Par in parem aon habet inperiam.*' Ax, 
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proved, the Church of Rome being bat a Particular Church had 
no jurisdiction whatever over the Church of England, and therefore 
•her Pope had no more right to govern the Church of England than 
the Archbishop of Canterbury had to govern the Church of Rome* 
Because, therefore, the Church of Rome usurped in external 
Government a higher place and power in the Body Ecclesiastical 
than was lawfully due to her, the Church of England disowned that 
Government Now that this power of the Roman Pontiff was 
usurped, is very evident. For, although Christ, our great and 
Universal Pastor, did found and constitute a Church, and did not 
leave it without Laws and Rules to be governed by, nor without 
proper Governors invested with power and authority to execute those 
Laws, yet he never delegated all his power to any one person, nor 
did he substitute any one person to be the Universal Pastor of the 
Church after Him : and although He has but one Church, which is 
His Body, yet the Unity of that Church does not cousist in its 
being one organized Politic Body under the Government of one 
visible Head on Earth, because Christ is its Head, who not ouly 
speaks no where of His Vicar, but cannot even require a Vicarou* 
Head of the Universal Church on Earth, being Himself present 
every where : and, therefore, the Unity of the whole Church cannot 
(consist in its Union to such a Vicarous Head, because there can be 
410 other Universal Head of Unity than Christ only. As it would 
•be needless to defend such a position in a Protestant couutry where 
it is universally admitted, and especially as the arguments agaiust 
it will be refuted in the Second Chapter of this Work, it will be suffi- 
cient for my present purpose to adduce the Authority of St. Paul; 
*' Now," writes the Apostle, " every one of you saith, I am of Paul, 
and I of Apollos, aud I of Cephas,"* (or Peter,) on wniph account he 
censures them severely. Now, it is very evident that if Christ had 
made Cephas, (or Peter,) the Vicarous Head of Unity, (as the 
• Romanists pretend,) St. Paul's arguments against these factious, would 
not have been valid, because at least those who were united to Cephas, 
or Peter were in the right. But as St. Paul knew np other 
Universal Head of Unity than Christ Himself, he considered those 
who said they were of Peter, or belonged to him, as their Head and 
centre of Unity, (which is the case with the Church of Rome to 
this day,) to be as great Schismatics as those who said they were of 
Paul and Apollos, and those who separated from Peter as a pre- 
tended centre of Unity, not only as no Schismatics, but as re- 
turning to that "liberty with which Christ had made them free." 
Indeed the notion of the Supremacy of the Pope of Rome is not 
only not grounded upon Scripture, but is at direct variance with the 
practice of the Primitive Church for six centuries ;t it was con- 
demned as Antichristian by one of the Popes of Rome, ang 
disowned by a General Council, even after it was publicly usurped. 

* 1 Cor. I. 12. 
t The title of " Universal Bishop » was first conferred upon Boniface III,, a. d, 60(5. 
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In assuming it, therefore, the Church of Rome has not only rebelled 
against General Councils, (which she considers infallible,) but she 
fcas broken and taken awuy all the lines of Apostolical Succession 
excepting her own, and appropriated all original jurisdiction to her- 
self ; she has challenged a Temporal Power over Priuces either 
direclly or indirectly, thereby engendering sedition and rebellion ; 
And she has separated by her Tyranny and Censures a great part of 
the Christian World, (including the Church of England,) from her 
Communion. If then the Government of the Christian Church was 
never lodged in the hands of any one person since in those of our 
Saviour, and was never even thought to be so for six hundred years 
afterwards, we may conclude that, although United in His own 
Sacred Person, He left and shared it equally amongst His Apostles, 
from whom it was derived to their Successors, the Bishops and 
Pastors of His Church, (which indeed is the received opinion of all 
Antiquity,) and that it now lies dispersed among all tlie Bishops of 
Particular Churches, unless they be lawfully called and assembled in 
Synods or Councils, under the protection and assistance of Civil 
Authority. It is very evident that this is not only the correct 
Motion, but that it is even the only allowable notion, of the 
visible aud external Government of the Catholic Church ; 
and that it is the very notion that all the World (excepting those 
iudeed who have submitted to the Usurpations of the Church of 
Rome,) ever had and still have to this day. Hence it is apparent' 
that the Church of England maintains no other Government than 
what the Catholic Church has received from Christ and His Apostles, 
and which was constantly and uninterruptedly maintained by their 
Successors for fifteen successive centuries. We are, therefore, 
justified in drawing this conclusion, that the Church of England has 
not separated schematically from the Church of Rome in Govern- 
ment, as a Bond of Church Union. From what has been urged 
upon this subject, it is very certain that the Church of England in 
her separation from the Church of Rome did not " separate volun- 
tarily and causelessly from a Christian Church of which she was a 
Member, in Doctrine, Worship, or Government ;" and, therefore, 
that the Church of England was not guilty of Schism in her sepa- 
ration from the Church of Rome, It will now be necessary to take 
into consideration whether our Dissenting Brethren have not been 
guilty of Schism in their separation from the Church of England; 
that is, whether they have not " separated voluntarily and cause- 
lessly from a Christian Church, of which they were Members f in 
Doctrine, Worship, and Government" Now, first, the Church 
of England Is a National Church, or Society, whose Members are 
united together by Common Rules for Government and .Worship, 
consulted upon, and agreed to, by the Bishops and Clergy in Con- 
vocation assembled, aud made Laws to all the particular Congrega- 
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ton* of this Kingdom, by the authority of the Sovereign. It ba*t 
certainly been admitted that this Church, which was formerly sab* 
jeeted to the Chnrch of Rome, separated from that Communion ; 
but in bo doing we only see the deliberate act of one independent 
Branch of the Church of Christ vindieatiug its own Rights against 
the nsurped tyranny of another Branch of the' same Church, and 
breaking off Communion with it, fur the preservation of the Purity 
of its own Worship. But, let it be remembered, the Church of 
England did uot so separate because she believed it unlawful to obey 
a competent authority that should presume to enjoin, or determine/ 
indifferent things relating to the Worship of God, because if such 
au authority were to be disobeyed, divisions in, and separations 
from the Church would then be eudless, for a submission to the 
Authority of the Roman Church, especially in things unlawful to 
be done by any Christian, is by no means necessary to prevent 
divisions. But, although the Church of England is opposed to the 
Tyrannical Usurpations of the Church of Rome, and does not 
considt r that Ecclesiastical Tyranny, and a blind obedieme are at 
all necessary to keep those Christians together in one Communion 
that live within one Jurisdiction, she nevertheless considers: 
that a due exercise of authority in lawful Superiors on the one hand, 
and a dutiful subjection of Inferiors to it on the other, are neces- 
sary : and both these upon principles that consist very well together 
—for B. foreigner ought not to affect an authority over us, nor re- 
quire unlawful terms of Communion from us, and on the other hand 
we ought to do what is lawfully commanded, and by no means 
to violate the Unity of the Church by causeless separations; for if 
. there are any Scriptural Injunctions more forcibly laid 4own tfean 
others, they are those of a due deference to Church Authority,* and 
a maintenance of Church Unity. t Now, it cannot be doubted 
but that the Dissenters in separating from the Church of England 
have " separated from a Christian Church, of which they were 
Members," because ther have not separated (as did the Church of 
England) from a Foreign Church having no lawful jurisdiction ever 
them, but from the Particular Church established in their own 
country, of whose Communion they bad been made Member* by 
Baptism, and to which they owed that subjection and obedieaee due 
to the Church of Christ.|| Now, in this separation we see the act. 
of an individual Christian, setting up his own definitive standard of 
judgment in Religious Matters, and grounded upon the pretended 
right of separating from the Church of which be ought to continue 
a Member for any reason which to him may appear sufficient ; or, 
should he be so disposed, for no reason at all. Such a modo of pro- 
ceeding, (as it must necessarily follow that many will separate from 
the Communion of the Church for the mere sake of gratifying some, 
private prejudice or opinion.) is absolutely incompatible withv 

• QoMtS. f Qa»t 4 «nd 7. |j Qaest 8. 
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•the existence of the Christian Church as a Society. It shotild also 
be remembered that 4n separating from the Church of England, 
(unlike .that Church in her separation from the Romish Church,) 
the Dissenters joined themselves to another Church, or rather they 
formed a Church for themselves upon a new plau of their own, 

- erecting their own private judgment again st the public judgment of 
the Catholic Church in the purest ages of Christianity. Secondly, 

- the separation of the Dissenters from the Church of England was a 
voluntary separation. This, I think, will be readily admit led even 

- by themselves, because every means has been employed, and every 
exhortation used to prevent it, whilst every argument has been 
Adduced to persuade them to return to her Communion. They 
separated, not by chance, but by choice, not by force, but by 
inclination ; there can be no doubt, therefore, but that it was a 
voluntary act. Thirdly, I contend that the separation of the Dis- 
senters from the Church of England was a causeless separation. 
bet me not be supposed to think it impossible for the Church of 
England to give sufficient cause to justify separation from her Com- 
munion ; and still less let me be supposed to imagine that our 
Dissenting Brethren do not sincerely and conscientiously believe that 
they have sufficient cause for their separation. But it must be 
recollected that it is not every occasion which our own private opinion 
may suggest to us, that is to be assumed as a sufficient cause for 
separation, even if there were really some error (or at least if we 
were persuaded that there was,) in the Doctrines, Worship, or 
Government of that Church of which we are Members ;• because we 
ought rather to suspect our own judgment, and suppress our own 
sentiments, than break the Peace and Unity of the Church. Now, 
as an erroneous persuasion that something is lawful to be done 
which God has forbidden, will not acquit any man who has the 
means of better information from sin, in doing according to his 

-persuasion of the lawfulness of what he does, so neither will any 
man's erroneous persuasion that his Superiors require him to do 
what is unlawful, when the thing itself is lawful, acquit him of the 
guilt of disobedience, in following that persuasion. If those to 
whom God has given authority, being corrupted in their judgment by 
passion, or any worldly interest, consider those things lawful which 
God has forbidden, and impose them upon all that are subject 
to their authority ; their persuasiou will not hinder their being 
grievous sinners against God, nor exempt them from being answerable 
to Him for abusing their authority, and for all the pernicious con- 
seqneuces of that abuse, in drawing some men into wicked practices, 
and in punishing others for well doing. And by a parity of reason, 
if subjects,, not rightly attending to the rule of their duly, pefsuade 
themselves that those things are unlawful which their Superiors 
enjoin them to do, (whereas they arc indeed indifferent,) and on 

K 
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taut taeebwit refuse Pa do then : ttha* ,p*i«aMi*n -will «at 'acqeit 
them before 4»ud, nor hinder them «fro«t toeing answerable «Ctlr 
<abu*ing 'their liberty, and fur nil 4he ipcimitions «otiseqlie«#*s 
•of their disobedience, iu letting -a bad <**ul*pte, va*breaking*the 
.peace of the Church, in disturbing public orken, *adi(whioh fre- 
quently lisjppens,) in giving occasion to <N*everywor#t of r#j»a*40 
^profane the name of God, and to <*/»0*& tetftf ««£ blaspheme*** 
'thing* o/Ute Holy Religion, iu theeascw *tHMefere, of a >P*rti- 
*euler Church, having a lawful jurisdiction over us, -and of whieh 
we are Members, nothing -can justify <a sepaneUdn >?ro» itstiom* 
mufcion, unless that Church profesB *n error, or aaaintaiu an 
erroneous practice which tends to tsub*«rt4lie4i«epoltoftCbtiatt; 
that is, unless it <make the terms of G<»«iatauioti such, that tbqf 
<cannot be complied with without tin, and danger to 4#r etemtl 
-ealvution. Thus, the separation of the Church o*f England from the 
Church of Rome rested not on mere errors, but* on: points esectotial 
to the Christiau Faith, and highly important to the interests of 
•morality, and to the due advancement of religious knowledge ; the 
Doctrines and Practices of the Church of Rome were sabre*s*ve of 
<the Gospel, and could not be professed -and complied with without 
•sin, and danger to our eternal mhation. .Now it ie very easy to 
•ascertain whether any Doctrine, or Practice of itlie 'Church «f 
/England be subversive _of the Gospel, because it will be then 
manifestly -qppoBed to Scripture ; but 1 will provein4he following 
-Chapters that the Church of England does not ouly not profess any 
Doctrine or Practice, which is manifestly opposed to Scripture, and 
•subversive of the Gospel, bat that her Doctriaes and Practices ase 
.perfectly agreeable to both, and that, iiponall accounts of deoeuoy 
and expediency, every Particular excepted against, so .fiar from 
•betraying any want of judgment iu those who prescribed thjem,>thet 
it is an indication of the great wisdom and caution with which they 
^proceeded. It is, therefore, evident that the separation .of the Dis- 
.seuters from the Church of England is a eatm/att separation* tl 
will now proceed to show that they have echiem&tiGaHy separated 
/in Doctrine, Worehip, and Government, from that Church. First, 
4hey have set up their Private Judgment in Dvctrme against -the 
•Public Judgment of the Particular Church of which they wese 
.Members, declared in a National Convocation of the 8i snaps anil 
Pastors of that Church : and by farming t&eir own Doctrines,. (tdanjy 
.of which are utterly at variance with .each other, with .Reason, and 
with «thc Word .of -God,*) have throag-h tenatfioesuess of their 
opinions, broken .Communion with that Ghureb;: they have, there* 
fore, .incurred the guilt of Schiem in Doctrine as a Bond* of Church 
Union. Secondly, the Dissenters have schematically sepanated from 
ithe Church of England in Worship, *s a Bond of Christian Unity; 
fc k <«ause'iu their caeeiis not signified Public Worship iti Substantial?, 

* CRap. vi 



mhfr Essential* only,, but the established Public Worship of a. 
Fa*>toeuia* tthareb, even the- Church of England, nut abstracted 
ftvur, but clothediwiU* its peculiar Modes, lUtes, aud'Cereojonies* 
In sepsratiHg, therefore* from her Public Warship, ajidr4fu*hig to* 
join* ia Comnm-mon- with* her Me;nbers, (bo far as it is in their 
fovtm, and where- they« may, without the vioktioo of aoy Doctrine, 
or Precept oTChw&tv) tshey- divide themselves needlessly from- the-, 
Ifedy of Christ, aa& so from all tbe pvomiBos of the- sacred and) 
eeafbrtabto mftiienee* of tha* one Head and onc«SpiriU They are, 
therefore* 9ehiismaoic8< from the* Church ofl England in point ofc 
Worship, asaBondJolChristiaM Unity. Lastly, I will endearou* 
to prove that our Dissenting Bre&hreit have- inonrred tbe guilt oil 
Sehism in Government from the Church o§ England. Now* as I 
beve elsewhere* observed, there ia no one Scriptural injunction mocai 
forcibly* laid down than that of a due deference to- the Governors; of* 
tbe- Christian Churchy for we are commanded* to " obey them tba*> 
have the rule ever us> and to submit ourselves, for they watekfo* 
omt seafe, as they- that? must give- aa ajBooujifc.' 1 * Now* the Disk 
eenters have separated from, aud refused obedience to these GoHevnMSj 
and Pastors, whose authority in Ecclesiastical Matters is supposed 
to be of God, and the duty of submission to whom is required 
in the general precepts- of obedience to Superiors. For, let it be 
remembered, that by such Government I do nut mean the tyrannical 
usurpation of a Foreign Bishop (which the Church of England 
wirnngry disowned, and was therefore guitoless* of $ehism>)- bat the 
Government of the Particular Church of (Heir own country, lodged 
** the Bishops aadt Governors of that Cbnr$h, to. be administered 
¥y them according to eueh Lawa aud Rules a* are agreeable, fa 
those of the Christian Church. Now ao English Bishop has iadia- 
putajjl© Authority to govern hjs Diocese, and a, Minister his/ 
JParwh here in EngJan4t »#d yet it may be foolish an.4 ijnjuj&in a,.' 
foreign (Italian, or HomanJ. Bishop to claim any Authority. ov,e> 
Che one or the other ; aud the King of England has good Authority 
fcere„ although tbe fope of Rome bns none; and the tyaws of* the 
land concerning Religion and tl&e, Worship of God binjitbeqon* 
8eteu«e& of lh» Kiag^ Subjects, store than, if they had wwtei ^ 
Authority of the Legfcfotiv* Power •«* homes aaojcame taua front 
abroad, with nothing but the seal of the Fisherman to recom- 
mend them. Wherefore, supposing the Decrees of the Bishop of 
Rome to be of no good authority amongst us, and the Laws of the 
English Bishops ou Ecclesiastical Matters to want no good authority 
(the conditions of Communion being otherwise lawful on both sides,) 
then the separation ensuring open the refusal of the- CbuMa- of 
Emgland to aukflftH to those, Dfecreg* of the Bishop, of JRow VQuld, 
%pt\M>9ehimytMMl Q.tt Jier part, tot tfee separation of the pissen.lerf , 
refusing to subniit to. the Laws of the English Bishops, must 

♦ Heb. xiii- 17. and Quest. 2. 
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necessarily be so on their part ; and especially because, after snch 
separation they erect a new Government, and establish a new order 
of Priesthood, unheard of in the Christian Church for the space of 
fifteen centuries after the Apostles,* without making any appeal by 
miracles to their immediate authority from Heaven for so doing. 
It is evident, therefore, that the Dissenters have schismaticaUy 
separated frejnthp Cbjivchi of England in Government v&* fiend of 
Church Union. If such an act be no Schism, what constitutes 
Schism ? Of this 1 am well satisfied, either that this is that sin de- 
signated by Schism in the Holy Scriptures, or that there is no such 
sin in the Christian Church.; aod if there be not, the Apostles and 
Primitive Pastors of fh* Cbarob eHher weM sadly deceived themselves, 
or strained themselves to deceive others. From what, then, has 
been urged upon this subject, we cannot doubt but that in separating 
from the Church of England the Dissenters have " voluntarily and. 
causelessly separated ,from a Christian Church of which they were 
Member*, in Doctrine* Worship, and Government ;" andreon**- 
quently, that they are guilty of Schism in their separation from-tbftr 
Church. 



INFERENCES FROM THE PRECEDING ARGUMENTS. 

• » ^ • ♦*• « % •• ..,•;- i * \ •• ...» 

' Because \t has been' proved that the separation crftbe Church of England from 
the £burch of Jtyme was ajws/ and lawful separation, but that the separation of 
thefHssenters from the Church of England was an unjus^ and unlawful Schism ; 
ttyerefSrfe, thW separation of tbe fnurchof England frofct the Church of Rome 
does not justify the separation of any Dissenter from $e Church of England. 
Moreover, because it had before been provedf that it is not possible for any one 
who has qchismatically' separated from the Church of England to continue a 
Member of the Cfaifeli of Christ/ &&t is/, all those- wbe We.ienaraMvftin 
the* Ohuiuk toflJEfey&taftare qo tagei»}ief9be* of x tf»e> ChurcMf Christ, and 
cajinot properly be^caJLad Christians ; and because it has been since proved]! that 
the Dtssentetshsiie schismaticalty separated from ttie Churcn of EhyltintT;Webe~. 
fore, the Dissenters are no- longer Member* of the ChwA of Christ r no*«an 
they, with strict propriety, J*e demonuaated Cfris&W»$ * . . » U . * 



• Chap. iii. + See preceding " Inferences." p. 52. || Quest 10. 

t The subject having been hitherto argnedapotterimi, the troth of the last inference ____. 

, necessarily depend solely upon the success with which the objections oi our Di8«outfug 

Brethren vriU be refuted in the succeeding Chapters ; because if I fail in establishing fho 

eXoelJency of the Church of England in every Particular excepted against her, the Dissenter* 

. cannot hare separated cawelesity, and, therefore, not tchwnaticaUy, from her Communion 
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CHAP. II. 
NATIONALITY and REGAL SUPREMACY 

OF THE 

CHURCH op ENGLAND. 



' *' Our Laws made concerning Religion take originally their essence from the 
]M>wer of the Whole Realm and Church of England, than which nothing can be 
more consonant unto the Law of Nature, and the Will of our Lord Jesus Christ. M 

Hooker's Ecclesiastical Polity, Book VIII. 

' " Thus saith the Lord God, Behold, I will lift up mine hand to the Gentiles, 
and set up my Standard to the People; and Kings shall be thy nursing Fathers, 
and Queens thy nursing Mothers." Isaiah, xlix 22, 23. 



Obj. — " I object to the general Constitution of the Church 
\ of England, as National and Established; which of 
itself alone would oblige me to dissent from her Com- 
munion, even though the Doctrines preached in her be 
the Doctrines of the Gospel, and her Ministers practised 
what they preached. For a National Church is an 
Institution fundamentally unlawful and abstractedly sin* 
ful ; it has not only no sanction either in the Old or New 
Testament, but we find that it was decidedly opposed to 
our* Blessed Saviour's intentions, because he declared 
- that * His Kingdom was not of this World.'" 



Q. 11. — What reasons have you far supposing that a National 
Church is not an Institution fundamentally unlawful and 
abstractedly sinful ? 

To disprove the notion of a National Establishment being unlawful 
and sinful, it will be necessary to examine «the arguments upon 
which its unlawfulness must necessarily depend. Now it is evident 
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that if it were an unlawful Institution, it would bare been discoun- 
tenanced by the Almighty ; that our Lord Jesus Christ would have 
positively warned His Disciples against it; that His Apostles 
would have expressly forbidden it; that the Early Fathers 
who lived near the Apostolic Ages, would have protested against 
the first innovation; that the unlawfulness of the Practice 
would beve> beea discovered by those Presbyterian Dmae* on 
the Continent who protested against many points of Discipline in 
her Communion apparently less objectionable, and by the old 
Puritan Divines who on other accounts seceded from her Com- 
munion ; and, finally, that Divine Providence would never have 
interposed in its preservation* BuA en the contra ly, we find that 
the Almighty did not only not discountenance a National Establish* 
ment, but that He Himself first instituted it by blending iudissolubly 
the Church and State in the Israelitish polity : that our Lord Jesus 
Christ did not only mot warn His Disciples, againqt, sucji.un Insiitjj* 
tjLQiu hit thai Be constantly sanctioned by Hi& Sacked Vresen** tJUftr 
National Cbftteh Establishment of His, native kind,, and pffcftebed 
in its* Temple*, (as* on* the great day of the Feast,) the words of 
eternal. life,: thjat His. Apostles, did not only n,Qt. expressly fQrJbicUhe 
iuteifeueuce of civil Governors in. the. concerns, of Religion,, but, thai,, 
t^hey invariably lead us to suppose from tJuair writings* that "Kingm 
should be the uursing Fathers, and Queens the nursing Mothers "* 
of the Christian Church* being th& very character and duties 
assigned them in Scripture ; we find, moreover, that the Early 
Pa.the*s who lived, near the. Apostolic, ages* did aot protest agaiojtfc 
the first innovation ; that the unlawfulness of the practice was Beyer 
discovered by the, Presbyterian Divines on the Continent,, or by 
Knox ip Scotland, whose only complaint, as well as that of the old 
English Puritan Divines, was that the existing Governments of 
their respective Countries were hostile to a pure Form of Religion, 
and not that if such hostility ceased, it wouki be abstractedly 
unlawful to conform to, and obey thfsm : and, fin-ally, we find that 
Divine Providence- has not only not refused to interpose In the pre- 
servation of a National Church* but tha£ it has very Cheque atly 
interposed in the preservation of (he. Isatiomality o£ the Church of 
England, wjiich sufficiently indicates that her JSateJbttalunent fe fcw- 
ful ; her narrow escapes from destruction in the reigns of Henry the 
Eighth, and Edward the Sixths the violent assaults made upon her 
by the cruelty of Mary, which she outlived ; her astonishing deliver* 
ftnee from destruction in the reign of Jamea the Firs,t ^ her distressed 
condition under Charles the First, and Restoration under Charley 
the Second ; her perilous state from the Popish Superstition of hi* 
brother James* and uninterrupted prosperity after the Revolution to ' 
the present period ; circumstances which sufficiently prove (bat the 
, hand of God alone has kept the National Church of England alive 
- ■ i i • ■ ■ ' ■ * 

* Isaiah xlix, 22, 83. 
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lanftMtsacJimiaiff ferid tfangsra. Herice wfe raayrrifar thrft a dfflational 
Obaroti tistabHrfhfti»iit canndt be an fasttlntadn fotedamentally 
midmoful *iid timtxactetlly isin/luL 

Q. >12>~<J* there any Bime&on in ifts -Oldmni Ufao TietHameids 
^fbrvt. National Qhufek EsitiSihshment, or was it met >Samour\s 
ThUmttiunhy m$in$ ithut "His Ringdsm was not af;th\* WorM," 
4o ifppuse such 4m thtstUUtion f 

tfvle eanuet bate » 1 better fcanclion loir «a National Cfonrtch 

j£fetabii£hamlt,ithan rhaticoataincdiu the Old Testament, u'lteroitt at 

(is tecorned that in ithe only oat ioaufcr which Jehovah cdadeacaadad 

Jkrimediateiy Ito legislate, HLe saw ifit > to .unite ^closely and inseparably 

41m 4$ec3esia«tieal with the GWil Polity, and expressly -and frequently 

faJpp»m*»d; of- the legislation toy the Slate .in Ecclesiastical JH alter*, 

awtd ate tpatsoniziug in a variety tof ways >the>public«uUwa*ian of 

4teHgt0ii. i Uis, therefore, eestain that the Old ^testament sanctions 

a National sCtmr oh Ijstablishment. Nor is the (New Testaamnt kss 

•favonrittbfe ito such /aa fnstitutibn, although it ;may ndt be no 

leapressly tdnjoinc fl. She Old Testament in assigning -the ichacacitr 

laitdidolttea^if Christian Sovereigns .bad ipredioted that iney should 

4*8 "<lbc ^Nursing ^Fathers and Nursing Mothers "* of thetCbristiitii 

Chutoh, thereby implying that a National Crurooh Establishment 

.ahoatfi atau^vly; period; be founded uuder.thte Christian dispeusatiou. 

jOarbfoasedfiffvioariia cooacqueneeoFtancb an intimation-, or with » 

.view jftrobabry of satisfying His (Disciples that such izn Institution 

<toas perfectly lawful, not only constantly frequented; andpsencbed 

tut the National Church of His native land, bat .even appointed 

'Tw&ve>rfp&9flesiittTA\aai<m to the Twelve Patriarchs, and tievmty 

^niboidiaate M inisters >in allusion to the Seventy iEM&rs of -the 

iJN&tonal Uewieh Chferch:ifbr let it he/retnenibened thatBlibough 

war Saviour lamented 4he Teal defects of the. National Charon 

dBatabtiahtnadt'of the Jews, yet Be never .declared the principle 

t&aclfto^be nnscriptuval/aiid*j!hat, although He purified the Xemple 

"with aiscoavgeof stndll coords, " yet he never suspected that it 

.aught to be ^destroyed, dndeed, as -He designed the continuance 

and preservation dftHls Cbnrcb, and considered the most effectual 

f»ede*rbr its preservation tb iiea Union of its Mem bera,t (provided 

i«1ie Union were such asndid not overthrow the ends of it,) we cannot 

i&mbt IratUhat it was His design to institute a National Church 

.(Establishment, as -tending to. promote aaehiUuiou, and to prevent 

<any • inconveniences and: miacbiels srhkh might happen ' to tit* For if 

lit ^nad ireaHy been Mb* Will or intention that no National Ghnrah 

;K8tafbliahinent:shonM everbefoundedi under /the Christian ftispea- 

<**tton, He weald mcstocertainly have expressly forbidden such an 

lDatiti*tion,ibecanaea8 Tjehher Jews nor Gentiles disputed its lawfal- 

«Beas^thds»tt£r(iinle8stthey had been plainly forbidden ainEstabttshed 

lCbaschi)<tt*8ttid apoa thairaaaversion naUiralLy: employ: one. for iheir 

* baiah xlix. 22, 23. f Quest S, 4, and 7. 
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Christian Worship, as they had before universally done for their 
Pagan, and the former would not only continue what they formerly 
had, but it is to be feared would be too much iuclined (as in the case 

- of the Pharisees) to rest contented with its external Forms to the ex* 
elusion of " the weightier matters of the Law." 1 1 will be, therefore, 
necessary to inquire whether our Saviour has any where expressly 
forbidden such an Institution. 1 1 is true (as our Dissenting Brethren 
object,) that He has declared that " His Kingdom is not of this 
World," but such a declaration has no bearing whatever upon the 
question of an 'Established Church, because it only implies (what no 
advocate for a National Establishment would ever dispute,) that 
temporal ends were not the object of the New Testament Dispensa- 
tion : because, therefore, a National Church is not designed for the 
attainment of objects of human policy, but of spiritual utility (as 
will be proved hereafter,) and with a simple aim to promote the 
increase and perpetuation of Pure Religion, our Saviour's declaration 
cannot be construed as any prohibition whatever of such an Instita- 

• tion. But as we cannot possibly, infer the unlawfulness of a National 
Church Establishment without supposing the existence of such a 
Prohibition, it will be necessary to be guided in our decision by the 
instructions of our Saviour on this important subject to His Apostles, 

. Now, He must have been well aware that the prejudices, habits, 
and persuasions of those individuals were strongly in favour of a 
Church Establishment, because they had been educated under one, 
and that they could never suspect that under the New Economy snch 
an Institution, which before was of Divine appointment, had 
become unlawful, unless He Himself had expressly forbidden it : if, 
therefore, a National Church had been opposed to His Divine 

• Will and intentions, He would most assuredly have forbidden it in 
the presence of His Apostles ; but we cannot find that He has any 
where forbidden it, nor indeed that He has even thought it necessary 
to caution them against pressing the subject too pertinaciously 
upon the Gentile nations, which is rather surprising, if we only 
recollect how very naturally the Apostles would be inclined to do so, 
from their stroug prepossessions iu favour of an Ecclesiastical Polity 
connected with the State. Nor can we find that He has in any one 
single instance forbidden the interference of Civil Governors in 
matters of Ecclesiastical regulation, although he must have well 
known (what is obvious to every man ordinarily versed in human 
life,) that there is usually a strong and often undue disposition in 
persons in stations of authority to mould others to their own way of 

• thinking, so that it was far more probable that a newly-con verted 
Pagan Prince, accustomed in. his days of ignorance to a State 

- Religion which admitted no tolerance of unaccredited opinions, would 
err on the side of nudue interference than of too great an abstinence 
from civil enactments in Religious concerns. This total absence ot 
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ill Prohibition on the part of our Saviour is necessarily a sufficient 
'sanction for an Established Church. But it may be objected that 
because Christ has not forbidden such an Institution, it is no reason 
why He should have enjoined it. I do not say it is ; but let it be 
jremembered that there are two very satisfactory reasons why He 
should not have enjoined an Established Church, however, he may 
have wished to do so : First, because such an injunction would have 
been quite superfluous, and could only have led Uie minds of the 
Apostles too closely to the Old System, and revived the lingering 
prejudices of their education in favour of the abblishcd parts of 
Judaism, because their prepossessions must have been very strongly 
on the side of an Edcleswfetical Polity connected with tbe State*; and, 
Secondly, because our 'Lord was not speaking to PMnces amd Legis* 
kttors, but either " to Ecclesiastics or Private Individuals ■? bat 
it being a rale almost without exceptkm in the Scriptures, not to 
teach one class what are the- ftutied lof another, bu| to teach leach 
what aretfe own ;that although Husbands are enjoined iiUheiNew 
Testament to love their Wives* and Wives to obey their Hiishawds, 
yet Husbands are>not instructed to exsufct obedience, nor Wivcsiluve; 
although Children aue taaighttd submit to their Parents, and Parents 
not to provoke their Children; aini. Servants to 'obey their Masters, 
and* Masters to be kindftbthw Servants, yet- neither, clasd 5s «rg6d 
to insist upon what it has aright to demand froni the other ; we have 
no reason, therefore, td doubt but that'iifi Christ had been address- 
ing Princes and Legislators ' instead -of Ecclesiastics and Private 
Individuals, IJe would have enjoined them to founds a Church 
Establishment; Thra; -appears to be a: verj?.pnobuble concksiot! if 
we- oily 5 recolledt 'that the general tenour o$ our* bussed '8a Hvmh 
allnsions to toe 'Christian Church- proceed on the supposition bfits 
beii»gan.Otttwaikiand t visible Society, in wfcfclr Order,- Syitfflietflty, 
asdUnion are to bfe preseweoV and tlntt'in a'tr.atiirer whtcfa etttiritt, 
on « large seale,*t least* be^ueeivedp*s«tbki but tyttiea^V)ftcpttll- 
licty radgn&ed 6hurch33stiabti$hmeni ,- .whilst from ftm^yp^rtle^rfr 
^Peidbsotahtfce NewTestatneatiit^^Tainfy a^petttts tlmt flhtforgantea&m 
of m^eguto epparifcusf forn^lnstnictiow^f '#li rante-of ttfe f c*ral- 
inanity* ih -the Faith aiid Practice of die Gofcpil, is ncfr less a Duty 
on *he part »of Christian : Jtater^thatt'the jtoomotton'o'f Religion by 
a Parent among his Children, 4ft by * Mastor'among hi* Servants. 
While the number Of Disciples. was sma^l, #nd before Flings arid 
Nations wete co^iVe'rted to tfe^ 1 Faith, a National Establishment 
was unattainable ; hot we-maiy'toe assured that if the Jewish- 
Sanhedrim had beei* converted! to Christianity, it* would havefoeeb 
lawful for' them to have converted thfeir Synagogues into Christian 
Templets ;'that, if the Emperor Nero and the majority of his subjects 
had been converted, St. Paul would not only not have blamed him 
hv establishing the Worship of the one True God, and Jesus 



Christ whpm He lutf seat, in place of the, Classical Superstitions *f 
Greece and Rome, but (bat he would naturally and histwctiwly 
pave followed up the system in which he himself had been educated, 
and have earnestly exhorted bis Royal Convert to provide* aa far as 
possible, for the extension and permauence of the Gospel among the 
body of the people, by founding a regular National Establishment, 
We may, therefore, safely conclude that the Old and New Testa* 
ments do sanction a, National Church, and that such an Institution 
was perfectly cons&eut with the intentions of our blessed Saviowc 
himself. 



Obj. — " A National Chyrch is moreover a perfectly wp++ 
cessary Institution ; Jar, although it may he pretended 
that it is expedient Jot the preset vation of Mevakiy and 
Religion in a Nation, yet this is confuted by the simple 
fact of the Purity of Doctrine and Morals among 
Members of Dissenting ^Communities ; indeed to adduce 
such an argument, is nothing less than to make a National 
Church usurp what is exclusively the office of the Boly 
Spirit, and to interfere, with the Doctrine of Gods 
Superintending Providence,. The case of the Primitive, 
Church of Christ is a conclusive proof that National 
Church Establishments are unnecessary, as well as the 
case of England durijig the Protectorate of Cromwell, 
and that of the United States of America in the, present 
day ; k?> In a word* as I believe the Chunch of England 
to be but very imperfectly refvrmtd, from the, corruptions 
of Popery, so I look upon her Nationality a$ one- of the 
most glaring of those corruptions, making the Church a 
Political Institution, and a mere engine of the State*" 



Q< 13.— How is a National Church necessary for thepresewa* 
tfon of Morality and Religion in a Nation ? 

U requires no argument to prove that Morality and Religion, 
qaniiot be preserved in a Nation without maintaining the knowledge 
and profession of Christianity — this is generally admitted. Bat it 
is squally certain that the knowledge and profession of Christianity 
cannot be maintained without a National Church Establishment, 
ijlow, it is necessary, assufedly, for «rery Christian minister to be 
aj*l$ to confute the objections of Infidels and Deists, by establishing. 
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tit* g€touinenOT8 and integrity of the Canonical Scriptures,— to have 
made himself familiarly acquainted with the Sacred Writings, 
History, and Polity of the Jews, because the Christian Religion id 
secessarily and intimately connected with the Jewish Nation, having 
fceen first published in the country of Judeft* and built upon the more 
Ancient Religion of the Jows*— to be prepared to repel the calumnies 
of that blaspheming people, and confute their misinterpretations of 
their own books, by bringing Mdses and the Prophets to bear 
witness to Jesfus of Nazareth-— to be qualified to interpret thii 
obscurities of those ancient writings in which the Christian Religion 1 
is contained, by acquiring a critical knowledge of the languages iri 
which the Scriptures were originally written, (which have long sinod 
ceased to be spoken in any part of the world,) because they contain 
Biany dotibtffil forms of spcHch-*-to bare perused and consulted the* 
Authors connected with the age, the country, and the subject of the* 
Greek an4 Hebrew Scriptures, because those Scriptures contain 1 
several allusions referring to objects or usages which no longer exist, 
And wtyich require expla nation ^-and to possess a penetration iff 
abstruse questions, a quickness in philosophical discussion, mid si 
sound judgment. But, it need not be hinted that these talents, 
(without which "the work of an Evangelist" will be but ill per- 
formed,) are not in the prescui day infused by inspiration,* but 
must be acquired by diligent study ; so that H is impossible for an/ 
one who has not been educated for the office of % Christian* Minister, 
to be able to acquit himself with any decency. Hence we perceive 
the necessity ol vetting apart, and secluding from other employments 
by public authority an order of men to the study and teaching of 
Religion, and to the conducting of PubKc Worship. Now, if those* 
persons be secluded from the employments of any other profession, 
they are also deprived of its profits: it is, therefore, certain that 
they ought to be enabled to derive a maintenance from their own, 
Kow, this maintenance must arise either from voluntary or compulsory 
contributions. But there exist many insurmountable objections id 
the scheme of voluntary contributions, for it would be difficult by 
their means to establish and uphold associations for the support of 

It has been confidently asserted by many, that as the Apostles were illiterate men, learn. 
fag and education are, therefore, unnecessary in a Preacher of the Gospel, ami cons«C 
quently that the untaught labourer or mechanic is as well qualified to preach Christianity as 
die regularly- educated Minister ; for what need, say they, has God of Man's learning ? No wi 
if the Apostles were really sujeh illiterate men as these persons pretend, they gave, methinfcs, 
a very strange proof of their UliterateneBs, for we are told that they possessed a thorough 
)en*wedg* of every language under heatxm, (Acta, ii. 3, 4 )— Moreover, even admitting that 
they were chosen from the ignorant, yet even this circumstance will by no means warrant 
the absurd conclusion drawn by our opponents, because the two cases are not analogous ; tot 
the Apeetles might have been sochosen, that the wisdom with which God had supernatural!? 
endued them from above might appear the more admirable from their greater want of human 
learning, and, therefore, that those who had' been acquainted with the poor and igvorant 
condition in which they formerly lived, might be the more attentive to their subsequent 
preaching,, as thoy could not but wonder at. and admire the learning and wisdom with which 
they spoke. If it be true; indeed, that God has no need of Man's learning, " how much less 

' Aee*<P* (as 'the learned' Dr. South ha* judiciously observed) has beof Man's ignorance,** Jtia, 
however, but justice to the Dissenters in general to remark, that it U from the Wesley^n 

. #i$hodi*ta that we chiefa though not exclusively, hear this senaetess'jargon, f ^ 

* 2 
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Christian Worship and Instruction, because very many, taking 
advantage of the option imprudently left open to them, would con- 
tribute nothing at all, and, therefore, Christian Congregations 
would neither be numerous nor long continued, and this liberty 
would finally operate to the decay of virtue, aud an irrecoverable 
forget fulness of all Religion in the country. Moreover, the main* 
temtnce of the Christian Ministry by voluntary contributions would 
allow pretences of conscience to be an excuse for not sharing in a 
public " bur tic n, because* by dissenting from the National Religion* 
men would be excused from contributing to the support of the 
Ministers of Religion, and by so dissenting, and consequently by de* 
dining to frequent Religious Assemblies, as they could save their 
thoney, atid J at tfie same time indulge their indolence, and distaste 
for the exercise 6f Seriousness and piety, voluntary contributions 
Would evidently present temptations of interest in opposition to the 
duties of Religion. The natural consequence of this would be, that 
many districts would remain unprovided with any Christian Ministers* 
or the few devout and pious persons who attended upon the offices 
of Religion, wonld be compelled, at a very considerable expense t* 
themselves, to form and maintain a Religious Assembly, or lament 
in vaiu the want or distance of one. Nor is this all. If the Christian 
Ministry were dependent, not only for their success, -but even for 
their Very subsistence, upon the voluntary contributions of their' 
hearers,— that is, in other words, mpon collecting and pleasing a. 
fcrowdr— will riot each Minister be rather 'tempted to consider how he 
may increase his income, than be disposed to communicate to his 
hearers the sublime truths of the Oospel 1 And since experience in 
the disposition of the common people easily assures us, that they 
are frequently more auxious to be gratified in their- taste for vehe- 
ment and impassioned oratory than to be edified in Christian 
Knowledge, will he not be obliged to adapt his Doctrines to the 
pleasure of a capricious multitude, at whose mercy, and ia constant 
bondage to whbsd tyrannical insolence he will be necessarily com- 
pelled to live 1 Can bucW an ono be* expected to '< declare the whole 
counsel of God n to the flock committed to his care ?* or can ha be 
expected to 1 submit to this mortifying loss of independeuce, without 
a sacrifice of principle, and a depravation of character 1 Heace it* 
"follows, that' if a Minister be made to depend upon the voluntary 
contributions of his hearers, preaching would become a modedf 
begging, and it would be impossible to engage men of worth aud 
ability in so precarious aud humiliating a profession. From these 
arguments it is evident that there exist many insurmountable 
objections to the scheme of voluntary contributions^ affectiug botlj 

* A remarkable instance is recorded by the Rev. Thos. Scott, Rector of Aston Sandford* 
. which very forcibly illustrates the preceding argument. See His Life, by bia Svs. Se^leya, 

f It rau8t,' certainly, be admitted, that the Dissenters support their own Ministers by yelontary 
contributions, but yet when examined, this argument will by no means satisfactorily remov* 
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the 'Congregation and the' Preacher, and we are, therefore, com- 
pelled to infer that the Christian Clergy must derive their support 
from revenues assigned by Law, and compulsory upon those who 
contribute thereto. It now only remains for us to inquire whether 
this revenue or provision should be extended indifferently to all 
sects, or confined to the Teachers of that one System of Doctrines 
and Government only, which is approved of by the State. It ia 
unnecessary to observe, that upon the decision of this question will 
depend the necessity of a National Church Establishment, because 
a National Church is nothing more than the as&ignment by law of 
a compulsory provision for the Ministers of one sect, or denomina- 
tion, (if it may be so termed) in preference to all others. Now, ia 
the first place, if the nomination of the Ministers of Religion were 
vested in the State, it is evident that the appointment would dines 
but very little" from the Establishment of a National Religion* 
because the State would appoint those, and those ouly, whoso 
religious opinions, or rather whose religious denominations agreed 
with its own ; or, secondly, if they were nominated as in England, 
by Private Individuals, or Patrons, (who are, legally speaking, the 
representatives of the Parishioners, having by purchase, or inherit 
lance received the right of presentation to the Church from the . 
successors of the individual on whose property, and at whose expense 
the Church was founded, and to whom, in consequence, the ancient 
and original interest of the Parishioners was regularly derived,) in 
this case, also, a National Religion, or the legal preference of one 
particular Religion to all others, must always necessarily follow ;» 
because a Popish Patron might appoint a Priest to jay Mass to a 
Congregation of Protestants ; an Episcopal Clergyman might be 
sunt to officiate in a Parish of Presbyterians; or a Presbyterian 
Divine to iuveigh against the Errors of Popery before an audience 
of Papists. If, therefore, the Patron of the living were not confined 
to a certain sect, and some test proposed to the persons nominated, 
the utmost discordancy of religious opinions would exist between 
the several Teachers and their respective Congregations ; or, thirdly, 
if Uie appointment of the Minister of Religion was in every Parish; 
left to the choice of the Parishioners, this choice could not be safely 
exercised without its being limited to the Ministers of one particular: 
sect; for the effect of such a liberty would be that a Papist, au 
Episcopalian, a Presbyterian, a Moravian, a Congregationalist, 
an Antipaedobaptist, or a Wesleyan Methodist, would successively: 
gain possession of the pulpit, according as a majority of the party. 

the allegation, that if contributions were voluntary, bat few would ultimately contribute any 
thing at all ; their seal as a sect, and the certainty that if they did not support their Members, 
they must return to our Communion, (which they would be very unwilling to do,) or abandon 
all Christian Public Worship, and thereby subject themselves to the appellation of Deists 
and Apostates, which titles would ill become them, seeing they separate from the Churrb of 
England under pretence of Purer Worship ; these considerations might induce them to con. 
tribute whilst they continued Dissenters, but no reliance could he placed upon it aa a general 
and permanent provision. 



happened at each election to prevail. New ©wry one who reflects 
with how much passion every dispute is carried on with which the 
name of Religion can he made to mix itself, or in which the canse 
of Religion is immediately concerned, may easily foresee with what 
violence the conflict would upon every vacancy he renewed, what 
bitter animosities would be constantly fed and kept alive in the 
neighbourhood, with what unconquerable aversion the Minister and 
his Religion, would- be received by the defeated party, how depraved 
the principles of the Clergy would become, and* with what endless 
contortions the country weald he distracted, by the strifes and 
indeeent jealousies, by the polemical and proselyting spirit, founded 
in, and mixed with, views of private gain, which would be naturally 
generated and produced by the making the peenniary success of the 
different) Minister*' of Religion to depend on the number and wealth 
of their respective followers. It is, therefore, evident that the Clergy 
nwist be supported by e^mpuhorp revenues assigned by taw ; that is; 
all mitsfcibe required to contribute their peenniary aid, whether they 
n,pprQ.ve or disapprove of the Doctrines, Worship, and Government 
maintained and professed by that Clergy. Nor let it be considered 
a hardship fo pay the Clergy if we do not approve of their Doctrines* 
Worship, or System of Government, for it is no greater a hardship 
than supplies to- aJkNational, and to most Private Societies. Ait 
individual may not approve of a particular tax, or a particular item 
rf public expenditure ; bat if its adoption be decided upoa in the 
way which the* customs of his country require, and which m that 
country is considered as the legal expression of the public voice, he 
is justly expected, whatever his private opinion may be, to contribute 
his contingent towards the pecuniary demands of the measure* 
Without some* such regulations no Society eocrldheheld together? 
for each person would be tempted to disapprove of whatever affected 
his pecuniary interest, if his disapproval were considered sufficient 
to exempt him from his share, of the public burden. There- may 
appear to be in this a sacrifice of same of the abstract rights of man; 
but all civil society supposes and requires such a sacrifice by alt 
parties for the general welfare. For, all bough a comntrtnity grant 
a free toleration of opinion to its nonconforming Members, yet 
Jt is not bound t> refrain from every regulation that does not meet 
With their concurrence, nor to exempt them from their general share 
©f the expences which it may entail. It is> therefore, evident fronr 
the preceding arguments that, because Morality end Religion cannot 
he preserved in a country without maintaining the 'knowledge and 
profession of Christianity, and that the knowledge and profession 
of Christianity cannot be maintained, (because the evidences of 
Revelation could not be perpetuated} without an order of separated 
Clergy, educated for the office- of Public Teachers o£ Religion, and 
for that reason strclu^e4 fronr other employments, and supported Jjy 



ee^tlm>ry weiHieifrastigH'ed by L«r, and cfcirfiucdttf tM*34lm* 
<|arf as the Teachers i>f that one Byeletii of Doe {rings m& Govern*' 
»j*nt which is approved of by the Stale, (that is, in otfceY wortfsg 
*» Estabfiahed Clergy ;) therefore, Morality aid Religion* Cttnnoi 
be preserved i» a country wit bent an Established Clergy, or by the* 
Clergy elan Established Church; ami, consequently, an Established 
Church is "aeeetsury fer the preservation of Morality aw* Religion? 
i* a Nation." The necessity, therefore, of an Established, of 
National Church, is grounded «paaf t be necessity of Retigfof itself/ 
being an, instrument hi the bands of Gbd for the preservation awfr 
ownmnmcatioa of Religious Knowledge, and the salvation of tto# 
aoods of men. This will appear naore apparent, if we only feUee* 
tfcat the Christian JDispensatiaa! in its connectwo with frail a*K* 
felhhla mortals is* necessarily affected by the change* atttf cotoflittions* 
of human events, that it has- its alternations of trtonrph, andaV 
ppressioa* that k is sometimes obscured by ignoratoce^ at other? 
depressed by persecution, and at others neglected through kidif^ 
ferettce ; a National Church Estabtshment, thetieforev ia 1 proportion* 
to its degree ef purity, must cflnstittntea pwerfitispring perpefrmHy' 
reacting against these; and similar evilst. There ouaptfot, perhaps,* 
he a ixniie useful iiksfcratioti of this argument, t hart the cfirfe of the* 
Syrian Ghureh, which in its Prosperity wns- a< strictly NwMdw& 
MttobUafamni,, as the Christians, had formerly' f*gai power in* 
Mdkayaia^ and erani under their present subjugationi do the yoke" 08 
Heathen Rajafa* they form a National! Conrmumty 1 among tfietn- 
selves, having settled formularies of Public Worsbvpy^ud maintain- 
ing a regular System, of Ecclesiastical/ Jurisdiction; their Clergy 
being subject to their Bishops, who>bave great power a«d;infltfel>e*> 
among them,. anoV their Bishops to the Patriarch^ of Airt idol* j By 
whom*, they are appointed. Now* whilst all the other Eastern 
Gbuncbes of equal, antiquity, which bad not been constructed upon 
similar principle* of Nationality) have : either Tam&fred from the* 
earth, or merged in the dominant hierarchy of the eonrftfit* Churbh' 
of Rome,: the Syrian Church, although pressed * ffpow by Heathens* 
on, the one; hand, and; bigoted and persecuting Romanists on the' 
other,, has for. many*. centuries preserved a oowpaf arti*rel J^prtrO Coin-' 
mwtion, acknowledging only/Fwo Siioramea ts ?itkei Pdrhi) of Reiigitm* 
which her> Nationality had preserved in tacndarkestoges, is4]fe6emitfg? 
again animated, with- the* pewttr of Religion, and the mtiwmtek ^otf 
the Ministers, and Memher s of the Church otf Erigland htfrfeeeW 
eagerly implored in repairing the branches of tknt long dilapidate^;' 
but not wholly subverted edifice ; in which, but for its NatiomWy* 
there, would not probably have been,, in the revelation of ages, a* 
single vestige of Christianity. The»ca#e of our Oriental possessions'? 
furnishes another forcible illustration of the necessity of a Nati(MGl\ 
Chureh Establishment Prior to the formation of such as -Institution" 
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for that Country, not 6nry -were the Natives, bat even oar ow» 
Couutrymeo, who had been baptized in their infancy, and who still 
professed and called themselves Christians, were seen forgetting the 
Religion of their Fathers, and living to every practical purpose 
without God in the World; but since the Establishment of a 
National Church in India, it is undeniable, that that recent Insti- 
tution, limited as it is, has already excited a very considerable 
degree of attention to Religion. Vast numbers of persons in our 
Oriental possessions, who never before seemed to think Christianity 
of any importance, have already opened their eyes to its claims, and 
submitted themselves to its dominion ; and even those who do not 
unite themselves to the Established Church, find the benefits of the 
powerful sanction which it gives to Religion in the Public eye : so 
that even that portion of rising piety in India which seems least 
identified with the National Establishment, is doubtless indebted 
to its indirect influence. In a word, the Establishment of 
Christianity, and a regular apparatus for its promulgation has 
admirable effects upon the principles and morals of all classes of 
Society ; it has a tendency to restrain crime, to soften ferocity, to 
humanize war, to inculcate contentment and obedience among the 
people, to elevate character, to confirm every moral sanction, and 
to increase the sanctity of oaths and compacts. Indeed, the bene- 
ficial tendency of the National Establishment of Christianity is so 
great iu a moral point of view, that it is evident that scarcely any 
System of Professed Christianity can be so corrupt as not to be 
practically better than a total deprivation of its influence ; as is 
evident even in countries where the Established Church labours 
under all the manifold delusions of Popery itself. There is not an' 
instance upon record of a country in which the spirit of Religion 
has long survived the outward/arm. The rapid transition which 
ensued upon the downfall of the Gallican National Chureb to 
Atheism and an unbounded contempt for almost every Form, not 
ouly of religious observance, but of moral decency, not only shows 
the strength of the barrier, which an Established Church, even 
though corrupt, opposes to National Infidelity and a public rejection 
of the sanctions of Religion, but exhibits the effects which ^n France 
succeeded the subversion of such an Institution, and which 1 might in 
point of fact, have succeeded, at least to* a considerable extent, even 
had that subversion originated in far other causes, and been effected 
by very different hands. Will our Dissenting Brethren, who though 
friends to Religion are enemies to National Church Establishments, 
inform us how far a Christian Government in abolishing such au 
Institution must stop, of the examples set by the French Philoso- 
phists 1 or will they assure us that by putting their theory iuto 
practice, the conscientousness of their motives would prevent the 
natural effects of their measure, and that England from a Christian 
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country would not become virtually a Deistical one? It is, there- 
fore, certain that u a National Church is necessary for the preser- 
vation of Morality and Religion in a Nation."* 

Q. 14. — Is it true that the Purity of Doctrine and Morality of 
life, which are found among Members of Dissenting Communities', 
'sufficiently prove that a National Church Establishment is unne- 
cessary for the preservation of Morality and Religioh in 1 a JVation t 
' When two systems are compared together, they otight to be 
Weighed in equal scales. Now a variety of reasons might be assigned 
why small seceding bodies ought, in the nature of things, 'to' rank 
comparatively higher in their moral conduct and religious observances 
than the bulk of a community, Who call themselves Members of the 
National Church. It is unfair to contrast a small, arid necessarily 
select, sect, in which Discipline can be carried to a verf considerable 
extent,* witb the general run of a miscellaneous Society. ' But it 
would be very easy to trace, not only this alleged purity of Doctrine 
fend Morality of life, but even almost all that is exclusively 
Christian among our Dissenting Brethren, to the powerful ihflttehce 
of our public Ecclesiastical Establishment. Living in conjunction 
With it, they have access to the writings and profit by 'th£ labours 
bf the National Clergy, thus participating in that general diffusion 
of Religious Knowledge, which the constant 1 Teachers of a regular 
Ministry keep up in the country. The Dissenter is indebted; much 
more than he is apt to imagine, to otfr National Church ;t for the 
Constant influence of such an Institution, even where it does not 
produce strictly religious effects on each individual, nevertheless 
fends powerfully to raise the general tone of society on all Moral 
and Religious subjects, and thus affords much elementary instruc- 
tion, which needs not to be unlearned. The publicly-appointed 
Services and Instructions of the National Church, the -regular 
administration of the* Sacrament, and many other means of spiritual 
improvement afforded by such an Institution, are benefits, the value 
bf which we cannot appreciate, but by comparing the geiieral state 
of feeling in a Christian Community with that which prevails in 
Heathen Na'tions, lis a Dissenting Minister, for example, compelled 
fo address his Congregation (as a Missionary a Hdathefrt audience) 
as if unacquainted with the existence of a God, of the Resurrection 
of the Body, of the responsibility and sinfulness of Man, of the 

* It would be difficult, perhaps impossible to calculate the effects which in all probability 
would follow, sooner or later, from tho subversion of the existing- National Establishment of 

* this country; arguing on the very lowest grouAds, (as we should not remain long without ft 
National Church of some kind or another, and our Dissenting 1 Brethren from their conscientious 
hostility to ail National Churches, would never of course erect one of their own) the Church. 

. of Rome in a fair prospect of human events, would too probably rise on its ruins. Tho bare 
possibility, therefore, of our becoming a Nation of Roman Catholics ought to be no slight 
■nrantent to every Peo-Tbbtant Dissenter to uphold the Establishment which opposes such 
a barrier to Papal Encroachment. 

+ "The Dissenting Meeting-House cannot be made so air-tight as totally to exclude the 

* wholesome atmosphere with which it is so completely surrounded, and which will insinuate 
* Itself imperceptibly through & thousand little chinks and crevices." See Constance on the 

Reformation, p, 525. 
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DivinUy, Sncrrficc, and Death of Christ, or of a Day* ef Judgment* 
And future Howards and Punishments? Whatever ignorance and 
irreligion may prevail in England, we may be assured that it is not 
to euoh an extent as 1 have described ; and yet to nothing, under 
the blrssing of God, can we ascribe the difference, but to the 
powerful influence of a National ecclesiastical Establishment exist- 
ing for ages in the country. If the great body of the people be not 
sincerely religious, they nevertheless acknowledge the sanctions of 
Religion, and admit the sacredness of their Baptismal stipulations* 
Indeed many of our Dissenting Brethren themselves are compelled 
to acknowledge that the cause of Christianity is deeply involved in 
the maintenance of an Established Church, and consequently we 
fiud several of them educating their Children as Ministers of the 
Church of England. In contemplating 1he ruins of their own 
undent vigour and orthodoxy,* they have been almost compelled to 
acknowledge the comparatively fleeting nature of a Religion which 
is not embodied in Creeds and Forms. As it is easy to imagine the 
lamentable changes in Doctrine and Discipline after the lapse of a 
few centuries, in a small Society of sincere Believers in a Heathen 
Nation ; their defections in Doctrine and Practice from the Purity 
of Scripture, and the pious example of their Forefathers : we have 
■every reason to believe that, were it not for tho powerful influence 
of an Ecclesiastical Establishment, the Purity of Doctrine and 
Morality of Life among the Dissenters, would in all probability 
ultimately lapse and decay. But, although our Dissenting Brethren 
deny the propriety and necessity of a National Church in the 
gross, they will be found to act upon it in the detail. For, what 
in reality are the Tests which individual Congregations employ 
among themselves— what the strict Discipline which they exercise 
over their Members — what the Articles of Subscription which are 
exhibited to their Students in Dissenting Academies as the condition 
of admission, but so many virtual testimonies to the very principle 
on which National Churches are founded, even to the most contro- - 
verted provision, its exclusiveness 1 In every Independent Congre- 
gation in the present day, the person who is proposed as its Pastor 
is expected to conform to its particular Rules, Creed, and System* 
Socinian Independents will not permit their Minister to preach to 
them the Divinity of Jesus Christ, Original Sin, or the Personality 
and Agency of the Holy Spirit : Antinomian Independents will not 
accept of a Minister who would duly enforce the necessity of a holy 
life : and the Antipsedobaptist Independents make identity of views 
with themselves on this question an indispensable preliminary to 
admission into their Religious Societies. Now it is not my present 
purpose to detect the inconsistency of maintaining the right of a few 

— ■ r* *- vi ■ r •■ ■ ■ ■ - ■ .... ^ . ■ . 

» I need not remind oar Dissenting Brethren that the Presbyterians in the West of England, 
other secttffpcoarly orthodox, have become Ariant or Sooiniam almost to a man. 
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Individuals associated in 11 separate Community to legislate for them- 
selves in matters of Religion (as the Dissenters do,) and yet t» 
prohibit the same right to a Nation at large declaring their voice 
through the constituted channels of representation, but it is to point 
out how very closely their own regulations are assimilated with those 
of National Churches ; for there is nothing in what has been said 
respecting them which is not applicable in its principle to a Nation 
at large. There may be differences in the minuter points of the' 
analogy, but the general arguments for the one case may be applied 
in substance to the other. Indeed with regard to Congregationalism 
generally, (whatever may bo its Doctrinal distinctions,) it is not 
too much to assume, because it can be substantiated as a fact, that, 
like every thing human, it has a tendency to adapt itself to circuw- 
etanees, and that whenever its Professors have been placed iu the 
situation of the dominant party, (which, however, has been but 
eeldora) they have felt and acted upon the necessity of an Eccle~ 
-siastical Establishment, at least to such an extent as virtually to 
recognise the general principle of Nationality. 41 From what, there- 
fore, has been urged upon this subject, it is evident that the 
'• simple fact of the purity of Doctriues and Morality of life which 
is found among the Members of Dissenting Communities do not 
prove that a National Church is unnecessary for the preservation 
.of Morality and Religion iu a Nation." 

M «« Mr. Roger Williams," writes Bp? StilUngfiect, "was the Teacher of a Congregational 
Church at Salem, and a man in very good esteem, as appears by Mr. Cotton's letter to him : 
he was agrent admirer of the parity of the New England Chnrches : Vnt t heinga thinking mam, 
he pursued the principles of that way farther than they thought Jit, for he thought it unlawful to 
join with unregemerate men in prayer, or taking an oath ; and that there ought to be an 
unlimited toleration of opinions, #a These Doctrines, and some others of bis not taking, he 
proceeded to separation from them, and gathered a new Church in opposition to theirs, TMs 
fare aach a disturbance to them, that the Magistrates sent for him* H» told- them, he went 
upon their own grounds, and therefore they nad no reason to blame bim. Mr, Cotton told 
Mm they deserved to bo pnnwhed who made separation among them. Mr. Williaftis repttad, 
this would return upon themselves ; for had not they done the same to the Churches of Ola 
England? Id short, after their debates, and Mr, Willfams continuing: in his principles of 
separation from their Churches, a sentence of banishment is decreed against him by the 
Magistrates, and this sentence was approved and justified by thejr Churches. For ttyese are 
Mr. Cotton's words, ' That the increase of coneovree of people to him on the lord's day in 
private, to a neglect or deserting of Public Ordinances, and to the spreading of the leaven of 
bis corrupt imaginations, provoked tbe Magistrates, rather than to breed a winter** spiritual 
ulague in the country, to put him upon a winter's journey out of the country.' This, Mr. 
WiHiams told them, was fmHnft into the National Church way. which they disowned ; or else. 
faith he, why must he that is banished from the one he banished from the other also ? Anjd 
he charges them that they have suppressed Churches set up after the Parochial way ; and 
although the persons' were otherwise allowed to be godly, wouklnot atlew them to live In 
the same air with them if they set up any other Church or Worship than what themselvea 
practised, which appears by the Laws of New England mentioned before: and Mr. Cobbet, 
one of the Teachers of their Churches, confesseth that by the Laws of the Country none are to 
be tree men but such as are Members of Churches. I now appeal to any man whether these 
proceedings and these laws do not manifestly disoover the weakness and insufficiency of the 
Congregational way for preventing these disorders which they apprehend to be destructive; 
to ttieir Churches P Why had not Mr. WiHiams hfo liberty of separation as well as they? 
Why are no Anabaptists or Quakers permitted among them ? Because these ways would 
dUturt) their peace, and distract their people, and in time overthrow their Churches. Very 
we! I. But where is the entireaes* of the power of every si ngle Congregation the mean while" ? 
Why might not the people at Salem have the same liberty as those of Boston or Plymouth f 
The plain truth is, they jhund by experience, this Congregational way would not do alone, 
without civil sanctions and the interposing of the Pastors of other Churches. For whan 
Williams, and Gorton, and Clark had begun to make some impression on their people, they 
bestirred themselves as much as possible to have their months stopped and their persona 
banished. This I do only mention to show, that where this way has prevailed most, they ham 
found it very insufficient to carry on those ends which themselves Judged necessary for M# 
preservation of their Religion, and of Peace and" Unity among themselves," SfUluigqatt 0B. 
Reparation, p t 203, 
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Q. 15.— -How do you prove that the arguments which you hatte 
adduced* in support of the religious necessity of a Motional 
Church do not make such an Institution usurp what is exclusively 
the office of the Holy Spirit, ant? interfere with the Doctrine of God's 
Superintending Providence ? 

I cannot perceive how it is possible to infer from any argument 
hitherto advanced to establish the religious necessity of a National 
Church, that such an Institution is made to " usurp what is exclu- 
sively the office of the Holy Spirit," excepting as it is supposed to 
be intended to counteract the natural frailty and mutability of man, 
being viewed as an assistance mercifully allowed to our weakness by 
him who knows our wants and pities our infirmities. The excellency 
of the power is still exclusively of God ; but while " we have tbtB 
treasure in earthen vessels," no provision is superfluous which may 
tend to guard against the effects resulting from the fragility of the 
recipient. If, therefore, the arguments to prove the necessity of 
an Established Church do not in any respect make such an Institu* 
tion " usirp what is exclusively the office of the Holy Spirit," still 
less can they be charged with making it " interfere with the Doctrine 
of God's Superintending Providence." ' Because it has been asserted, 
(and not merely asserted, but proved,) that a National Establish- 
ment, provided it be Scriptural in its Doctrines, is an instrument not 
only lawful, but of eminent utility, for the promotion of the Gospel, 
and the salvation of the souls of men, has it .been intended to deny 
the peculiar and special Providence of God, in the protection of His 
Church ; or in considering a National Church as an Instrument 
ordinarily made use of by Him for effecting that purpose, can it be 
supposed that it is meant that such an Institution should interfere 
with the arrangements of the Divine Providence ? Every consistent 
advocate of a National Church Establishment fully believes with the 
Dissenters that God can preserve and extend His Church without, 
human auxiliaries, and, therefore, leaves to that Providence the 
accomplishment of that object; but it is, when in humble and 
exclusive dependence on His grace and blessing, we make use of the 
means and instruments which He has placed in our power, of which 
an Established Church is believed to be one. But while we employ 
the means, do we put them in the place either of the Agent, or 
the endl It is unfair to suppose such a thing. A National 
Church is defended only as a probable instrument of great utility 
in accomplishing the great ends of the Divine Dispensations in the 
evangelization of the human race. Although persuaded, as fully as 
any Dissenter, that God can and will preserve His Church, even 
though all the Temporal Authorities of this World were colleagued 
with all the Powers of Darkness for its destruction, that * f the gates 
of hell shall not prevail against it," yet we arc also persuaded that 
the Almighty in His dealings with mankind almost invariably 
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-operates by the use of means and second causes ; not the least 
common of which is disposing the hearts of Civil Rulers and other 
-persons of influence and authority to devise or patronize measures 
which have a tendency to accomplish his all-wise designs, while 
perhaps they are only promoting, as they conceive, their own. Nor 
let it be objected that the Almighty might effect His plans without 
: the use of these, or any other instruments, because His power to do 
-so is no proof that such is the usual arrangement of his Providence. 
'He might by a miracle have preserved the sacred fire on the Jewish 
altar without human aid ; yet He saw fit to appoint a National 
•Sacerdotal Establishment, one of the express duties of which was 
•to give unremitting attention to the ceremonial, and, at first sight, 
i trivial duty of perpetuating the hallowed flame. . St. Paul, upon an 
•occasion of imminent danger, had an infallible promise of safety for 
.the ship's company ; yet he did not fail to recommend and to employ 
'every possible means for effecting their deliverance. It is quite 
.inconclusive, therefore, to argue that the necessity of an Ecclesias- 
tical Establishment interferes with the Doctrine of God's superin- 
itending Providence, or to suppose that the Power and Providence 
•of God for the support of His Church render a National Establish- 
•ment unnecessary, unless it can also be satisfactorily proved that 
/cuch an Institution, however pure, cannot, in any case, probably 
•or possibly further that important end ; or in other words, that God 
*will never permit His blessing to rest upon any plan founded on the 
tbasis of such an arrangement. Now God is usually pleased, in 
.effecting His gracious designs, to employ subordinate means, one of 
•which means may (for any thing our Dissenting Brethren can know 
.to the contrary,) be the ministration of an Established Church. 
.Indeed most of the a priori arguments urged against National 
-Ecclesiastical Establishments, followed out into all their bearings, 
would go far to banish all human efforts whatever for extending and 
.perpetuating the blessings of the Gospel; while, on the other hand, 
all the arguments employed by Dissenters themselves to induce 
each Minister, or Private Individual, to promote Religion in his 
own sphere, might be applied, on a larger scale, to prove it the 
duty of every Christian Legislature to institute a National Establish- 
ment for the public instruction of the people in the Doctrines and 
the Duties of the Gospel. The Providence of God in the protection 
of His Church is as fully acknowledged by the Members of the 
>Church of England as by our Dissenting Brethren, we cannot, 
therefore, be considered as virtually denying this great axiom iu 
•Christianity, merely because we speak of certain means or instru- 
• ments as ordinarily made use of by Him for effecting His purposes. 
Q. 16.— Do you consider the case of the Primitive Church, and 
' that of England during the Protectorate of Cromwell, and of the. 



United States of America in ike present day, to be coneimaim 
-proofs that National Church Establishments are unnecessary ? 

The case of the Primitive Church is certainly no proof at all, for 
the parallel is inapplicable in almost all its parts* The gift of 
miracles, in that early age, secured many of the most important 
objects which in the present day may be looked for from the ordinary 
operations of an Established Church, and therefore rendered such 
an Institution the less necessary. But, even were t hi 3 circomstaneB 
out of the question, the cases would still be destitute of the requisite 
analogy ; for, while the number of Disciples was small, (being only 
.detached bodies of individuals,) and before Kings and Nations were 
.co u verted to the Faith, a National Establishment was of course 
unattainable ; so that the idea of choice on the part of the Apostles 
and Primitive Christians is at once superseded by an obvious impos- 
sibility. Indeed from what has been already urged upon this 
particular subject.* we cannot for a moment doubt but that fcbe 
Primitive Church did consider National Establishments necessary, 
•and, therefore, that they would gladly have availed themselves of 
the benefits of the powerful sanction which such an InstitutsMi 
•would have given to Religion in the public eye, if it had been 
within their reach. Nor does the fact that England daring the 
Protectorate of Cromwell existed without an Established Church 
j>rove that such an institution is unnecessary, in met, if we coa* 
sider the errors and divisions which followed when its pale wae 
broken in England, the absolute necessity of an Established Chureb 
will, perhaps, appear in no instance more forcibly demonstrated. 
Never probably ia the whole course of Ecclesiastical History, were 
the Church of Christ so rent and lacerated as at that period ; when, 
forsaking the usages of antiquity and the formularies of the Nattointl 
Church, a large proportion of the Community plunged into unpre- 
cedented Error 8. of Faith and Practice, and every new deceiver fuuwd 
.a party of admirers to appkiud and adopt bis pernicious opinions. 
How readily Antiaomianism, Sabcllianism, and other awful heresies 
insinuated themselves among these seceders: and who can toil 
how widely such delusions might have spread, had not the; Established 
Church thrown its preponderating weight into the opposite scale 1 ? 
Thus the fact that England existed many years without an Established 
Church rather dis- serves than serves the Anti-Hierarchist in his 
objections to such an Institution. The case of the United States of 
.America, which has been also brought forward, so for from 
^militating against, furnishes another strong negative example in 
-favour of National Church Establishments. It is true that in the 
United States of America there is no Established Church ; bat the 
.real situation of that extensive country in regard to the means of 
Christian Knowledge ts such, that no one familiar with it can 
' ■--■■-■■ ■■- ? ■ ' ■' ■ ■ % 
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aiacerelyappFQY* for a moment of theejqpfcriment which those federated 
Republic* have set the example, of leaving that important concern 
to the discretion, or caprice of the multitude. There is nothing 
like a regular and adequate State provision for the Christian instruct 
ftion of the people in any part of the Union ; and the effects of this 
deficiency are but too visible in the languishing state of Religion in 
most parts of that vast territory.* Yet even in the United States 
themselves, partial legislative enactments in favour of Religion 
have been from time to time found necessary ; which enactments 
the civil magistrate is bound to support, and the public purse to 
carry into effect. To this it may be added, that chaplains are ap- 
pointed for the army and navy, and are paid from the public purse; 
and strict orders are issued, under severe penalties, for the attend* 
once and decent behaviour of the soldiers at Divine worship. Pro- 
fane cursing and swearing are also puuishable. Thus it appears, 
that the United States of America, without verbally allowing Church 
Establishments, and though thinking it unconstitutional, it is said, 
even to speak of the " Divine Providence" in their united capacity, 
.(as some of the States may not acknowledge such a doctrine,) yet 
have, felt in practice the absolute necessity of acting upon some of 
the most contested principles upon which National Church Establish- 
xnents are founded; and individual States have gone even farther : 
A tax for the support of a certain number of ministers aud chapels, 
is levied in all the New Eugland States, the amount of which is 
divided among the several denominations of Christians, according 
to the number of Churches which they keep open for public worship. 
It cannot fail to be observed that, inasmuch as this tax is com pul- 
satory, it recognises the principle upon which establishments are 
founded; namely, a power in the Government to provide for religious 
instruction and public worship. That there is so little religion 
throughout the United States, is not to be wondered at, when in 
addition to other causes, which have considerable influence, we 
recollect how scanty and parsimonious are the public means of in- 
struction in almost every State ; but that little would probably have 
been less, had there been no publicly recognised means at all. 

*> Ufo very certain that no less than five-eighths of the American people are destitute of compe. 
tent religions instruction. Assuming that there on*rtit to be a, clergyman for erery thousand 
souls, (tnn proportion in Great Britain and Ireland u one minister fa everT B or i^PO souls,) we 
find bythe correctest calculations, that in Massstf » « m I L* 1 1 »eru i j a dvfiri ency of \ 73 romfaettftt 
religious teachers. In Marne* net more than half af the impulnllun S* (mpplli-ri with religious 
Instruction. In New Hampshire the deficiency in odd third, Vernimit la nearly In the same 
nttnation. In the Western parts of Rhode island* embruHog a territory of AO miles in length 
and 30 in breadth, and including half of the poputatmn. there i=, but one regnlftrtr educated 
Minister, and but 10 in the other parti. In Connecting there ure $ IS congregational Churches, 
of which 38 are vacant ; of all other denominations i"S ai *■ vacant. In Hew \ ai % the actual 
nnrober of Pastors is about 600; the population of a nil LI ion would require double the number. 
In New Jersey there is a deficiency of at least 5tJ pastor*. In fencsj I vnnia and Delaware 
the deficiency is very considerable. Virginia, wiih n pnpulatinn or about !H4,01X>. has but 
SO regular ministers; conseaueoUy, o 14,000per8Oti?are without cidrqnarereligioue instruction* 
The situation of Maryland is similar to that ot Virginia. North Carolina, a ith ■ population 
•1665,500, Which wftuld require 550 Clergymen, Mi but 50, Sauth Carolina, which with a 

Kpulation of upwards of 400,000, ought to ham 400 pastors, ha but 3tk Tin State of 
lorgia hat but fe vlefgymezL~-&r BrUith ittetar, No, XX V h 



Q. if.— I* the union of (hePhuroh un4 Sfafe catenated U> mttk* 
the former a political institution; and a mere engine of the State, f 

• Assuredly not, because the Church is not; united to the Sta£e 
with any such view; so far, therefore, from having a teudency jo 
tender the Church political, such a union is rather calculate^, to 
make the State religious. A National Church has been proved^©* 
be a Scriptural Institution, and necessary for the, preservation, -ff 
morality and religion in the country, because, it, is jthe raeans^pf 
strengthening and diffusing Christianity ; it, must,; therefore,* be an 
erroneous conclusion to suppose that tneChurch by jtfl union w|th 
the State is made political, and an engine, or even, an ally, , of tjie 
latter. Our Dissenting Brethren have apparently advanced this -ob- 
jection, either because they suppose that there is a necessary.and 
perpetual distinction between Spiritual affairs and persons, and 
•Temporal affairs and persons, and, therefore, that the. Church and 
*State being necessarily and perpetually divided, the ; for no pr, ought 
<never to depend upon the laws, or tjie Government of the latter; 
or because they conceive, that there js no other just original of civil 
Government than what is founded in s,ome stipulation .with its, Sub- 
jects, and that the concerns of Religion were .^ce^tec), out of the 
social compact. With respect to the former of these objections,) it 
is evident that although properties and actions of . one.Jk^nd £ause 
the name of a State or Commonwealth to be .given ,{<>,.,$ mjiltUujde, 
and qualities and functions of another jdnd cause, the nain^.o'r tie 
Church to be given, yet one and the self-sa,me multitude niay Jin 
such a manner be both State and Church. Thus God, ;$ re?eaifnfif 
the Truth of His Religion to the Jews, gave them Laws not'bnly 
for the administration of Spiritual, but also of Temporal, majterjs ; 
yet because He himself appointed both the one anjd.the,'ot^er.ifl .tfiat 
Commonwealth, so far from dividing it into two separate aid inde- 
pendent Communities, He instituted several functiptijS of qne; and 
the self-same Community, This being tnie;pYjhe : ^w]^1][ ;1 Cn^rijb f 
'cannot be otherwise of the Cuurcjh of Christ ; foryeyeu ad^mitt^ng 
that the Christian Church for a, long period subsisted lna^eflokjUly 
of the civil authority, yet as'this w^s pwjngt^jis sijye^ipj tpjthe 

.dominion of Infidels, it is no argument jwfiy, 4* S??P U $ Wf%tfl>^ 
such States as have, pujbticly embraced /^ei r Qh^s^^^^^p^or 
that the Church and State ought to ..qb^tinu$ iiv8i^>f} minner two 

I separate and distinct Societies f * Thus, the, State of. ^Qu^anicf the 
Church of Rome in St. Paul's time were, two su^h 'djstinc^poj^e^fes, 
that no natural, dependence existed^t^tweW^hemy^.^ec^e^&e 

.latter was that entire Society which in Rome professed tl$ pnpstwn 

1 Religion, and not that pel igijqn which the La^.pf /^e.lajj^at j#at 

• time authorised, there could not^ thereforje exjst an*y na^uffl| aepfn- 
'. dence between them ; but) when all Rome becaine Cnrfetiftn^wW 

they all embraced the Gospel, and enacted laws in its t qefence, ,the 




Chnrch and State of Rome became personally one Society, 
State as living under a secular Government, and a Church as living 
under the Spiritual Law of Christ. In a word, if all that believe be 
contained in the name of the Church, how can the Church remain by 
personal subsistence divided from the State, when the whole State 
believes? Indeed to dispute this would be nothing less than to 
restrict the name of a Church in a Christian State to the Clergy, 
excludiug all other believers both Sovereign and People. It is true, as 
our Dissenting Brethren suppose, that there is a difference between 
Ecclesiastical affairs or offices and Secular affairs cr offices, but it must 
be remembered that although the Church and the State are names 
which signify ' things really different, yet those things are only 
accidents, and such accidents as may and always should exist 
together in one subject, wherefore the real difference between the 
accidents signified by those names does not prove different subjects 
for them to exist in ; fur although the subjects in which they exist 
are" sometimes different, (as when Christians reside amongst Infidels,) 
yet their nature is not such, but that the subject may be one, and, 
therefore, it is but a changeable accident. A State is simply so 
called with regard to some Government under which men live ; a 
Church is so called for the truth of that Religion which they prufess: 
now, since names which denote Tinabslracted accidents, denote not 
only the accidents themselves, but also, together with them, such 
multitudes as are the subjects of those accidents — for example, when 
we name a Physician and a Schoolmaster, those names do not only 
signify two accidents, viz. healing and teaching, but al&o some 
person, or persons in whom those accidents are, for there is uo 
reason why both may not be iu one man, as well as that they arc 
generally in different men; the nature, therefore, of the Church 
and State being such that they may easily exist together in one 
subject, it necessarily follows that their names do not always imply 
different subjects also, although they may be, and have been opposed 
to each other in writing — the Church and State, therefore, arc not 
two. independent Societies. In reply to the second ohjectiou, it 
may be well to observe, that it is an error to suppose that there is no 
other just original of civil Government than what is founded in some 
Stipulation with its subjects, and that the concerns of Religion were 
excepted out of the social compact; because there is no actual con- 
tract between the State and the People, nor can any arbitrary fiction 
be made the foundation of real rights and of real obligations. As 
the authority of all civil Government is deduced from the will of 
God, and that will is collected from public expediency alone, we 
may reasonably conclude that the interference of the State can be 
limited by no consideration but that of general utility, and, there- 
fore, it must be lawful, when in its tendency, it appears to be 
conducive to the general interest. ' Now as there is nothing in the 
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nature of Religion, as sacli, which exempts it from the authority of 
the Legislature, when the safety of welfare of the Community 
requires its interposition* and as the precepts of Religion may 
regulate all the offices of life, or may be so construed as to extend 
to all, the exemption of Religion from the controftl of human laws 
might afford a plea, which would exclude civil Government from 
every authority over the conduct of its subjects. Because, therefor^ 
the Church aud State are not necessarily two distinct and iride* 
pendent Societies, the former may depend npori the laws and 
government of, and be lawfully united to, the latter, there being 
, nothing iu the nature of Religion to prevent such anion, nor auy 
tendency in that union to render the Church a political institution, 
and an ally of the State. ' 



INFERENCES FROM THE PRECEDING ARGUMENTS. 

Because it has been proved that a National Church Establishment is a lawful 
Institution, therefore, it is unlatqf'ul to separate from a National Church, (if in 
other respects pure) merely on the score of its Nationality; because it has bee*J 
proved that a National Church is a perfectly Scriptural Institution, therefore, it 
is contrary to Scripture to allege -its Nationality as a sufficient excuse for 
$eparation; and because it has been proved that a National Church is necessary 
for the preservation of Morality and Religion in a Nation, therefore,, no truly 
reflecting and religious mind, anxious for the preservation of Morality and 
HeUyion, would refuse to uphold such an Institution. 



Obj.— "Nor is this all, the Church of England derogates 
from, and strikes at, the "Headship of Christ;" for 
although St. Paul has affirmed Christ ta be the " Bead 
of His Body, the Church; 9 yet the Church of England 
has robbed Christ of that Supremacy, and transferred 
it to a mortal man, whom she impiously styles " the 
Supreme Head of the Church," and whom she allows to 
nominate to all vacant Bishoprics in Jter Communion, 
qnd to convoke, prorogue, arid dissolve Mr Spiritual 
Convocation, $c." T ' . 



Q. 18— (f St. Paul ha* affirmed Jhat Christ i* the #>Head of 
His Bqdy, the Church," is it not blasphemy ip, tkfr€kur>ek of 
England to rob Christ of that Supremacy, and transfer it to the 
Sovereign, styling him the "Supreme Head of the ChupchT* 
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It can be easily proved that the Church of England has not 
deprived Christ of the Universal Supremacy of His Church, and 
Still less that she has transferred it to the King of England. In 
Acknowledging the Supremacy of the King, the Church of England 
merely recognizes in him as Sovereign an authority and power to 
i^prom^nd in matters of Religion, and as not being subject to any 
higher or greater power in this respect, God only excepted, who is 
King of all dominion; that is, she considers that there is no 
Ecclesiastical Officer who, by the authority, of his situation, may 
command universally throughout the King's dominions, and that 
the Royal, power is so extensive that no man commanded by the 
Sovereign, acoor $njr to law can lawfully plead that he is not subject 
to his authority. The Church of England, however, (although she 
calls this power Supremacy as being the highest earthly authority,) 
nevertheless considers it subservient to the law, because held by it, 
and not wholly excluding that power which belongs severally to 
otitis, ^outlined a$ parts ia that political body over which that 
Supremacy is maintained, although that power cannot overrule such 
Supremacy. The Church of England, therefore, in asserting that 
the Sovereign has authority in Ecclesiastical matters, nevertheless 
declares It to be only according to the laws of the Church ; because 
she does not believe that the Sovereign has any supreme dominion 
or power agn his t those received laws, nor that he can alter them 
6f his sole authority ; n6r that he may prescribe what he himself 
thinks proper iii Ihe service* of God; nor how the Word of God 
should be preached, nor the Sacraments administered; nor that he 
may personally by judicial sentence decide Questions upon matters 
of Faith and the Christian'lteHgton ; Tfior that he can perform what 
is incidental to the office of an Ecclesiastical Judge^ or what is 
petealtof to Ecclesiastics, viz. Spiritual Jurisdiction, the preaching 
ofthe Gbepel, >the administration of the Sacraments, 'the conferting 
Of H*dy Ocdersy &*} Such U the idea attached b$ th* Church of 
Eqgja^to ^he,1Sflicl^iBstical\Sapremacf \of the Sovereign, wiiicU 
)PW^I^^v^\0vbebo|^^necwswy and a Jawftri authority* In 
t^ first ptyce ifc-iAJW^Wft'fyi^ftBau^ it ,is itflppspibje to live, in 
no^te^jvtyhout ,0r4ftr ft ^tmrfily ff^nj the necessity, of expedition 
*« u jffl^KW pn%c^affH\rs^an^ {he inconvenience and 

{rouble which are t)?e necessary; consequence of that Government in 
wtiicn a^rfumber 'of equals^ deal, t>ut because every man naiurally 
seeks his own peculiar interest exclusively to the injury of another, 
find perhaps of himself jjfor although the good which is peculiar to' 
each man belongs to the common good of all, as a part to the 
whoJe> \Jet ifrfcae two are different things, because men are separated 
by tfcat ^WobAi8»peeuliar, aa# united by that which is common ; it 
is, therefore, aeftefesary that in *H public societies there should be 
ft general mover directing to the common benefit, and framing the 

ft 8 
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particular benefit *f every wan to it, not only because, inoonrenience 
arises vrhtre States ard subject to maity fsupi'ettd authorities, btft' 
becatlso every- raoo*» particulars* Induced tblseek his -own private 
benefit ito libel iajdryof othftita; for its Order* implies distinction byl 
degrees* therefore, it ch,n ofify b& effected by r a derivation <>f jiowter 1 '' 
fron^ au >w<hok* and I entire tnillittide iiito «obid -special' pdrt ! of fitf^ 
tli^tiifl^ithe (fuiinniitttii%'ibd Birfwcxna'^ 

indLmdhaLi Heiicb>tve /maJy iufbr »ttato' visible <lotferrime*nfe; i T ttttlir'* 
conse^UBfiily 'Mleadb'' tested with ehiprtmopd^erf^tli^fe^end^t^^ 
ttiat jcisrble tifovftramcnltj areTiitdessary for thotaafot&ihrie&of order 
imejreny wellirogttlnfced State; ' For the sahie roasod^lhe^ arc riofr' 
le&B- necessary Ifdr thwGhx*&rs jrot ris our Saviour 'bb&Wes;*'*' Noi-i 
mtoedtf ddr*terctw> Mastered <«oii|t' would be iflcbttreiieW; ^(tild'taM* 
eonie ncqasiodsiadapaseib^)' toHiave-t^o 8lip>rem(i 'fteft<fe in'4Hitfre*f r; 
a^Stiii* ha fibgi, equal nbtbbrity^v^ri lis; for if •ftW'SifpreDk Hefco^ 
indheSta^elreqiyieaidu* atieiridnncfei at his Qmtt hfc<*hBJstttate bout" 
tbaioUieJ&anrcmeHead'iw thelihiiVuH^iired.our^i^^cJ in^he 
Hcrosfeof Godii it would twiioipuB^tb^^o^beV bfttfey wliifehcVe^oba' 
thta/is>oAiybfyute»disj>Ito^ foctfrrcilVj^ 

our dttdreditinedi INwilftidsi'Wr^eside-flftltta^ 
reepctJtito Hist wMWtoafedicpkipor&l' pre0eifC0,^ib -«tt^e^ta I fltt» ! fr'6%!f * 
etfeiry/flhailcliFisihftejiOO'JGivthi ds b*atW<i^i!istdtrtf(VbWTrbfe^rfW^/ 
norifcapl WfrooneoiTe^iowHitoift^osMblofiiMr '.thtfeb&efee'tfrVitiMitfl 
Gd^miibcliiiOT6D/suttk'mttftitiid)es dUnemed* 4« -e^r^ ptffl'tfF 'tltf 1 
WoiiA(tQ9qomsis*uWi!tihoAnkHlfef0rt1 o^i^^Iteffv^sc^^^sfeffiili^ 
Bupiiriiei (pQ\Tcer /bnevi flM serpftoritU Jifcotityalte "of' 'ilieif lf ^^r^ibfe^; 
and .far/fhat^eawtf, Jcalleifc' ^efcda'b^tftlwu^AfcS l'*fc44#a$ 
tberfcitj^inftm t^tTSTio^ GMtefaxitil'W «H&dV" a^ne^saW, 
iw»tvvjthetaodiiig t jthri^cTpelU9dn]ca«jiiiidllotif bjf tiWAe^aftyrfftel Wf * 
Sjivi^c^v^ysrrf^o^k&Ja^ri^nilifWiUed td>tbe4alF^bfeid nflpfflicfci' 5 
Badyj) yMbHUuitiM^ver^ ^()l»bl*Jtfba^^#rt9Avfcfi^fe^ f fta<rW 
ceiiBidemWiiea^ediontf to *lft*d«>Bti €>Mircti^f'Mifi^4d*JfektWid^ 
one r,4bejw{u!il*J\VDrJdr> rntb bd fl^n^fPr^ri^e^'^nd W^pffccfc iflaW 
"?H*ad&??naypn%ty t'habitW/^oWef^vWbh ^acb of ^tft^^s^es^d^n^ 
pajfcicp|axl wiglit/illu*tr|t)e Hh^^mAik^M His 'MMwdkfitHMVf? 
Uiis^lliODedittirc;^ 

oiaProvjot»^(tdcl'n«iirel ji'of I the* Bighorn, vtBH^Mif htofefetf't«^# 
iitjp^rUkmiarJHbceseB,) imii > uniVtfrsTd/pdtfSf' te*eeW& n# j oVer^tt^afctf 
ifaipkrlii>fe;si^reme^u^hor)ty'Uf «o^f »ttyng*V^ alf ^e^rtl^Md^/ 
a^iBaMsesl)Iitfafr/clAe^<^^ 

^verigtibeigmM^laYn, rfndlfcphold}; lp*rti«to*a+ ja^^librt^BaPa^V 
tnighi-reniodyf vsbatflthe> "fcaotoGit Ihc4p>^tfIre*esV tfteHfl^wHRaif 
thnj) jatJiafl^/tideliwt^ida^PO^ly^ 'BtfV'ttW ^i#d$Afc9 if W$ 
Sor.orbigDTcn JicoW8iukiklllifftter.9 U fcbt^ttlV 4*4e8sttr^?^fir%W 
aid* lawful i iicn<J« » uer|bot*y '»gweeabjJ« >lo <& rfyt \vtk>'> ( Kte^tlkh Kfitftf 
Mose^!iriltihiottg>h^ fre'iiterltojd^o igrcat ^^H^^^fili^VfifW^ 
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of Government to others, nevertheless retained universal Supre- 
macy both iu Church and State; that God himself styled Saul 
" Head " of all the Tribes of Israel, and consequently of that 
Tribe also among the rest, to which the Spiritual or Ecclesiastical 
State belonged ; it is also recorded of Saul that his Supremacy was 
acknowledged iy the Priesthood.* We fiud that David enjoyed 
tfrfc power; for since the .exercise of civil dominion naturally 
belonged to him* lie was iu virtue thereof invested with the Eccle- 
siastical Supremacy also. By this power he framed those laws 
concerning* Religion, the affairs of the Temple, and the service of 
God, which are recorded in Sacred history. Jebosnphat in ap- .* 
pointing .que to be chosen for the superintendence of Ecclesiastical 
matters,^ did this as possessing supreme authority over. both Church 
and State, We find that Joash when he was "minded to repair the 
House of the Lord, gathered together the Priests and the Levites, 
and said, to them, .Go out unto the cities of J ad ah, and gather of 
all Israel money: to repair the House of your God from year to yea*, 
aud see that ye nasten the matter— and they made a proclamation, 
&c."i Now Joash could not have done this, nor could Hezekiah 
hfive done jLlie/same, respecting the celebration of the Passover, if 
they had not .poiseseed supreme authority in Ecclesiastical matters, 
which is recorded to have been the Royal prerogative of the Jewish 
Kings only, and hy no means to have been ever exercised by the 
High Priests of that nation. We read also that Nehemiah himself 
did not sit upon the walls of the city of God, without the permission 
of Artahphaht, although the latter was a heathen King ; and that 
Zerubbabel and Joshua dared not act without Cyrus.§ We morc- 
ovei;,fi.ppl, tluifs the Jews conferred this power. upon Simon, when 
tty&y consented, >bat, he should .become their Prince, "not only to 
se^m^a pvjgr; their works, and country, and weapons, but also to 
r^ovfld^ifo? tlje hqty things, and that be should be obeyed by every 
ma#fr K aj)£' j th$t.AhQ waitings of the country should be made in his 
i&me^ ^^.jt^tiUffihould not be lawful for any of the people, or 
Jftftfutfs to withstand his.. words, or to call any congregation in. the 
CQ^Mrywil^qut bjm«"|| Indeed how^onld it possibly have happened 
excepting (by, virtue,, of tbfo ,f*ow*r, that the piety or impiety of the 
$i»gs always accordingly changed the Religion of the Slate, which 
t^,Pi]o»het^.bjfit%ni8elve# nqvfetdid, nur at anytime could pre* 
▼W^lJWn&ftowt' . |f t4e,:P«esta,, Dr the; Congregations, alone had 
fyeftr^pesse^, of,*)), noffef in * Spinitualit^es, how could the Kings 
t&iW fift a ^ ;PWJ w)ftf JKcelfisiaSitiqal maitei: 1 Would it not have 
^je^ll/lhe x ou^ce : of. jtjpe .Priest, and ihot of the King, to change the 
j^ep irf l^ejjgiona* any. lime?? Vet Ejcclesiastical Laws, with other 
8j^lar, ( |ac04tis >-j belonging to the .power of dominion, are always 
terraea^tt^^^Dee^of the King,", necessarily implying that the 
^upren^acyijqf i^ccJesjasJical power ove» ajl was vested iu him, and 

- * 1 Sam. xlK 19. f S Chron. xiii. xiv. xr. xxix. xxx. xxxir. 

X 3 Chron. xxir. 5. 9. S Exra, iv. 83. 24. |j 1 Maccab. xir. 
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never committed to the Priests, excepting at such periods only when 
the Priests were also Kings and Princes over them. It is, therefore, 
evident that the Rings of God's own chosen People, the Jews, 
exercised supreme Ecclesiastical power over that nation from the 
approbation of heaven. It remains to he proved that Christian 
Kings may enjoy a similar power in the Christian Religion. Now 
ffhere is no Law of Christ which forbids Kjngs to have Supremacy 
over the Christian Church — the first Christians tvere for a Jong 
period scattered in different Kingdoms, yet their Religion did not 
exempt them from the Laws to which they had been Wore subject, 
excepting when those laws enjoined what the Christian Religion 
foibkde. fri thesd cases, it was not possible that JJmperors an4 
Kings should interfere in making laws for the Church, bepause they 

{rof^sc^ themselves oj)£n enemies to Christ and Christianity ;tiut 
avinjr 1 Yeceivid pdwer'irona, Christ, they lawfully hound fh'eir, 
Christian "Subjects to such "Laws as seemed best calculated for tie 
inaintenatice of tfi^Ir own Pagan Religion, without the pernrissfon 
6f Kr^h *>r loHv'ln the State, because in Religion ft was divided from 
jheth, a^d tlWfroffl f£ The authority of Caesar over the Jews was 
grounded oirnotlitng else'tban the taw of ^Jations, which rendered 
ftirigdbtas subdued by'jtisi war,, subject to their Conquerors ; yet 
wlten'^feesar exabted tribute by this power f our Saviour confessed it 
pi b^hls v right/, ;'a riglrf which could not be withheld injustice, beinjr 
4iiobddteri6fe to Caesar, and "rebellion" against God.. . Thiis Neto, 
.WltbhaU BUpre^ie authority ih framing the Uaws of hi^owh "fii^piire, 
tilthtajgtt he fclaltaeti %d Supremacy oyer 1 the dhWstjaa^4if(BJi, he 
dfd *n6t $b ' frbni any conscientious fear to' encroach upon jthe right 
0f ih* Apbsthft: 'But 1 when feii^s became ChViJlltaitai'BiW'Wt'hei 



ptntii whole 1 freb Sitties 1 an^itiiigdoms became trhrfstiadklso, |we 
pairhtit ■ffeWalndttiip'nt Suppose thatfiiy embracing Chrikiahfty^thSy> 




of Cf^njfti/tlia^.to^^ig Hn'-AftWo/rf enibf&bing ^^hrfsftapttf is 
therein;* or teer^by Icotigfiraffied^to rcsigffr tlie'pow^ wMcn^nfelietd 
lawfull^eforc, aitd' thbrefdr'eUhat jrhat pbt^ef ^emaii^ "aiM cbitfnuei 
still over thdSame persAn^ tfnd in tlVd'same e^i&es'as before '; "and, 
therefore. Kings being Chris tiahslreiq e^ery reject fullv authorised 
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to. interfere in matter*, of tfre CJiristian Religioq, as far as, wliea 
being heathen Kings they did in the matters and affairs of a falsq 
Religion, Indeed we are assured by a Regal Law, that Constantino 
and his Christian Successors on the Throne exercised .this Supre- 
macy ; fur as their imperial dignity endowed them with competent 
authority and power to make Laws 'for Religion, becau.se the pcopWf 
bad derived to them their whole power for making Laws, therefore, 
by that means, the edicts of (be Sovereign being made Laws, what' 
ever subject they concerned, (whether Ecclesiastical or Civil,) ana 
Sovereigns bcinjg Christians, they were considered by the whole 
Christian^hufch to exercise their power for the benefit of Christianity* 
But it is objected that the Church of England in ackpowjedging the 
supremacy of the Sovereign equalises him with Jesus Clujat^for as 
St. Paul has affirmed Christ to be the " Head of His Body, tha 
Cbnrcb," so. the. Church of England styles the Ring of England 
" Supreme Head of the Church." X^at it however be recollected^ 
that the title of '"Head" which the Church of England, employs is 
not simply to be understood in the sense iu which $t, Paul applied 
it to our blessed Saviour ; for in calling our Saviour the " Head of 
the Church 1 ' the" Apostle did not iuiend (at least we may believe) 
to exclude any other from being "Head," but only, from being called 
the "Head" as he called Christ, that is, by way of the very highest 
degree of excellence: so that the same Title being assjigned tp 
others in a different sense, by no means renders those others equajl 
with Christ; because a difference of things is . usually understood 
even where there is no difference of words, so that we cannot suppqse 
an equality in them excepting when one and tbe same thing aria 
understood, The error, therefore, is not on the side of the Church 
of England for communicating certain Titles or Names, but. on the 
side of those who confuse the offices which those Titles or Names 
are intended to denote.. When the Church of England calls the 
King the- ''Head of the Church she does not impart to him that 
honour which is properly attributed to our Lord and Saviour Jesus 
Christ by tbe Apostle, when be ealls Him the "Head of the 
Church." If we term Christ and Caesar Lords, yet we do not 
equalize Caesar with Christ, because it is not thereby intended;, as 
St. Tertitflian writes, " I for iny part will not refuse to term thei 
Emperor Lord, so that I be not required to call him Lord in tbeC 
same sense in which God is so termed.' ' Now it is very evident; 
that there is a great difference between the Title of " Head" as 
applied to Christ, and the Title of " Head " as applied to the Kinjfr 
Tbe Church of England considers Christ as her " Head," because 
He is the fountain of Life, and Spiritual nourishment, -and tbe 
well-spring of Spiritual blessings poured into the Body of the 
Church ; whereas she considers the King as " Head/ 1 merely because 
be is the principal Instrument for the outward Government of the 
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Church; she regards Christ as her "Head" because He is the 
founder of the House, whereas she calls the King her "Head" 
merely as being His chief overseer. Let it be remembered that 
there are two distinct kinds of Spiritual Government over the 
Church of Christ ; that the one kind is invisible and exercised by 
Christ Himself, in His own person, in respect of which He is eRHed 
"Head of the Church," in which** sense and meauiijg, no '6¥tier 
creature besides Him can be termed "Head," — first, Because it 
imports the conduct and government of our souls by the band of that 
blessed Spirit, with which we are sealed and marked as being 
peculiarly His— secondly, because as " Head" He gives s^tis'ftdtion 
and life to "His Body, the Church," and that His power as *fle$" 
is spiritual — and thirdly, because it works secretly, inwardly/ && 
invisibly ; but that the other kind is outwardly admihisterect by 
Kings and snch as Christ permits to be Rulers and Guides qf "His 
Church, and which is external, visible , and perfectly separated in 
ordfr, extent of power, and in the. nature of that power, from the 
spiritual supremacy and power of Christ. In ofder, because Christ 
is Head of the Church pniversal, and "far above all principalities 
and powers, and might, and dominion, and every name that is 
named, not in this world only, but also in that which is to come:"* 
whereas the headship of the King is subordinate to pis ; he is 
said to be only " Head of the Church under Christ^'. In j#ferf 
of power, because the headship of Christ confers aonilfiion Upon 
Him from sea to sea, for the cuds of the earth are His possession, 
and all power both in heaven and earth; His Headship confers 
upon Him such sovereignty, as not only extends over all persons, 
places, and things, but rests in his own person solely* is not 
continued by any succession, and in its extent is unequalled by the 
power either of man or angel. He reigns as a head King, fypunO' by 
no kind of law, but His own will and wisdom ; His ppwer is 
absolute, the same connectedly over all that it is severally over 
each. But the headship of the King of. England is very different ; 
bis power may be exercised only so far as the bounds of his own 
dominion extend, and even then (as has been. already observed) 
with dependency upon that whole entire body over the several parts 
of which lie has dominion, it is also subservient to the law because 
held by it, and must be according to it, because the King has no 
supreme authority or power against those received laws and liberty 
of the Church, nor can he alter them of his sole authority, nor 
does his power wholly exclude that power which belongs severally 
to others, contained as parts in that politic body over which his 
'supremacy is maintained, although that power cannot (as before 
'stated) overrule such supremacy. Thus the power of the King'vx 
Ecclesiastical matters is and ought to be limited and restrained, 
but the power of Christ not only is not, nor ought to be, but indeed 

« Eph. L 81. t Art xzxvii. 
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i^^VHeaj^" (^F^s^ur^. because t»a> ,p tneljfeaq,!? mor e divine 
thaii ^ other parts , p£ *1\e podyl lias a Consequent dominion over 
all the rest, has none above it, and is always, joined to the bou.v, 
so He is the highest in II is Church, has dominion avpp.it, and, is 
always joined to it; that ns the Heaa is trie fountain or sense ami 
motion to all the body, so He Quickens His Uhurch, and gives j,t 
understanding 'of heavenly things/arS^strenstt to/walk/in 'them; 
and as the Head is the' '"'- ^-^^-^-''^'^''^-r.' 

so Christ, by the secret 
nmnicales sni ritual lift 
we consider these roaso 
Head of the Church, and ll 
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__ __e Kuig is auoirefjier v isitl y xjxerci&cd, and orders only the 
^xf&hial ^actions oldie fjhiirchhere amongst us; so trial in its very 
rnaWe it d liters from Llje ^lje^d&^lp or, Christ! 1 for jia»e besides 71 im 
^caut»c u Elite d to the CEjurch'iU He ip, iwr.work h* tfe works, cither 



^smucjij ^ JiijS bodily residence is m heaven^ jand, . therfcfore^ that 

great 

i plied 

5 ^.eatfsliifr ' of Pnnces » ,a n 3 (bat q f ouir/Say io r i r \ d o m i i \ j o n , o v er 

hurih; for uie headship ivliiclir the ynurch of England gives 




Kjng )nt nijs 1 * respect are per 'fee lly compatftile ;'&otti oftticoi liave 
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their proper object and extent* The office is from God ; the place, 
station, and power, in which that office is exercised, is from the 
Kiug: It is the King that gives the Bishopric; it is God that 
makes the Bishop. The Kiug of England does not claim the power 
of ordaiuing those Bishops ; this is derived from none but Spiritual 
hands: on the other hand, it. is very certain that from time imme- 
morial, the right to erect and dispose of Episcopal Sees belongs to 
Princes, within their own dominions. It is with a King and a 
Bishop, as with a Patron and his Incumbent: The Patron gives 
the benefice to the Clergyman, but pretends not to give hf 91 Orders; 
. that the latter is a Clergyman he has froiahif 2?foc*aati; that hi 
is beneficed he has from his Patron; whilst he acknowledges, hid 
Orders from the revereud hands of his Bishop, does he derogate 
from the bounty of a Patron's free presentation 1 Thus a Bishop 
advanced to that exalted dignity, holds it at once from God and 
the King; its calling from God; its place and exercise of Jurisdiction 
from the King. 

Q. 20 — Wlierein does it appear that Kings have lawfully the 
prerogative of calling, prorogueng, and dissolving the Convocation 
of the Church of England! 

We find that no other than the supreme Regal authority in the 
Jewish Government could, or did call an assembly, whether civil or 
Ecclesiastical. David gathered all Israel together unto Jerusalem, 
and when the Ark was to be removed, he assembled the sons of 
Aaron and the Leyitcs. Solomon did the same when the Temple 
was to be dedicated; Asa in his time did the same, wfieu the 
Church was to tie reformed; Joash, tiezekias, Isaiah, andSithers, did 
the same upon similar occasions. And we read that amongst the 
different prerogatives of Simon's Government ,over the Jews, there 
was enumerated, as not the least, " that no man might gaf her any 
great assembly in the land without AiW After the Christian 
Religion was established, because it seemed no less an act of supreme 
authority to call an assembly for religious, than ibr.secular affair^ 
(for the affairs of the Church and of the Cbrfttiata flteWgion «trtf 
public affairs^ for the ordering of which more solemn ' .assembles' 'd'ftt 
sometimes of as great importance and rise, as they are for secular 
affairs,) therefore, it was seen fit to annex this prerogative to the 
Crown. For it must be remembered that before Emperors became 
Christians, the Church had never any general Synod, because their 
greatest meeting consisted of Bishops, and other dignified Eccle- 
siastics in each Province. It is impossible, therefore, to decide what 
right a Christian King had to call Ecclesiastical Assemblies, until 
we arrive at a later period,. because prior to that period the authority, 
of the civil Governor permitted those assemblies only as things not 
regarded, Or not accounted of, at such times as it did permit them; 
but we are certain that the ancient Imperial law prohibited all 
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such Assemblies as th&Authority of the Emperor had not convoked.* 
Coustautiue was not only the first that ever did call any General 
Council together, fait even the first that devised the calling 
of them fur consultation upon spiritual matters, t because he was 
the first Christian Emperor. But we are certain that after he had 
oueeset the example, his Successors followed* it for a long period, 
insomuch that St. Jerome, to disprove the authority of a Synod, 
wh&cl* fas pretended to be genuine, employs this as a forcible 
argument t *? WcV quis Imperalor banc syuodum j assent couvocaril'' 
Thus itappfeara that tfce convocation, proroguing, and dissolution of 
Ecclesiastical Assemblies, is the lawful prerogative of Christian 
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INFERENCES FROM TEJS PRECEDING ARGUMENT. 

•Because it has been proved that Supremacy in Ecclesiastical matters is 
Seripturolly and lawfully annexed to the crown of England, therefore he who 
unlawfully denies the exercise of that authority, or zepiningly obeys its lawful 
injunctions, resists God Himself; according to the precepts of the Apostle* 
"Honour the King as supreme," and "Let every soul be subject. unto the 
higher powers ; for there is no power hut of God ; the powers that be are 
ordained of JstqA: Whosoever, therefore, resisterh the power," (be it civil or 
Ecclesiastical) "re&istetb tVe Qniinaiieet of God 5 : and they that resist ahaU 
jtoeWe Jo theuwelves^^ 

-Y 'j.v.: " t r. : ; .. • » 
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• Lib I. de ColL Illicit, et de Conventlculis, cap. de EpUc. ©t FretVyt 
+ Constant Condi, a Xbeodotio. Sardieeu. CoaciL a Cos. 
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CHAP. III. 
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Booker's Eccl. PoL B. VIL 

"lam, for my part, s*. confident of the Divine Iiwtitutjon- «f the majority 
of Blsliops above Presbyters, that I dare boldly say, there are wtfghty points of 
Rath '(even the blessed SacramentB themselves) wfafch bave^ftot so vtrdfy 
evidence in Holy Scriptures." Bp. BaWs Works, Vol. i*. p*£68uY 

•' We 'can no more lay aside Episcopacy, and yet contwue.tW'dftristitii 
Priesthood, than we can alter the terms of Salvation, and yet be itt covenant 
wit* God." ■ > 

•■Y *:• " vt i : - : ) o! r .. \t( 

. !■ • .. •. > ' l ... -■»: IJ' ; I'd.i 

Ob J. — "Secondly, I object to the character and ^uthofjty 
of certain Ofljcers appointed in the Church of England; 

, for site Aa« tjiree.orders of Clergy, viz, JRisbops* Priest^, 
and Deacons, besides Metropolitan an^ji Provincial 
Archbishops, Deans, Archdeacons* Prebendaries,* -a/tad 
.other Church Officers not mentioned in ScriptUre;mnheaM 
of in the Primitive Church ftirikany centuries* \and Vid 
be found only in her oibn and the Romidh ComMbrtibk, 
to, which she urns indebted J&r-theth. Nbw I c&hsidtr 
Diocesan Episcopacy to be an anti christian, Mi<mtoti$, 
and tyrannical usurpation ; for I believe the Orttirvf 
Bishop to have been unknown hi the Apostolical age, 
and to have had its rise in the subsequent corruption of 
Christianity; because it appears to me to be tvident 
v either that the Bishop and Presbyter, (or Etdtfr,) 
mentioned in the New Testament, were the same Order, 
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or that the latter was a mere Layman: As for the pre- 
eminence of the A postles, nothing, I think, can be learned 
from that chcnmstance, became they were oxtraordinaif 
persons, and, therefore, their pre-eminence died with 
them; moreover, the only one (St. Paul) who alludes 
to the office of " Bishop," makes that office merely 
Parochial and Congregational, and not Diocesan, (a? 
the Church of England pretends,) and even then he uses 
it indiscriminately with that 0/ Presbyter, As for the 
third Order of Ministers in the Church of England, 
(viz. that of Deacon) it is evident that the Deacons of 
the Primitive Church were mere Laymen, mwrdabted, 
appointed by the people, (or congregation,) and confined 
to the care and relief oj the Poor. There is every reason 
to believe that for many years the Church was governed 
not Episcopally, but Congregationally, as is evident fnm 
St. Jerome and other ancient Fathers." 



Q. 21. — What is the character and authority of the three Orders 
4jf Clergy in the Church of England \ viz. Bishops, Priests, and 
J)eacons I 

The word "Bishop" is derived from the Greek word Emajcovos, 
Vhich implies one who had a prii cipal charge to guide amd oversee 
others:* the same word was subsequently applied in Ecclesiastical 
writings to Church Governors. The office of a Bishop contains 
and includes in it all the sacerdotal powers, and consequently the 
powers of the inferior (Presbyteral and Diaconal) Orders; viz, to 
il impose" of the alms of the Church, to preach and pray, to administer 
the holy Sacraments, and to absolve penitents : it moreover contains 
peculiarly according to his Episcopal order, the power of conse- 
crating Bishops to succeed Bishops in vacant Sees, and of ordaining 
', those Inferior, officers, Priests (or Presbyters) and Deacons, and of 
i^vonftiroing those who renew the solemn vow, that was made in 
xtheir names at their Baptism. It has the inherent right of 
^ministering the censures of the Church, the power of ruling and 
governing it, and providing for its welfare by good laws : the Bishop 
also has the sole power of consecrating Churches and Burial grounds 
The Jurisdiction of a Bishop relates to the collating to benefices " 

*" 9 Ov <noL£ 'Adijw/wr lis rocs Inrnxoovs, ttoKmis iirtoTti^aerQatt rot, ma% txaarois 

VtpMQiASvot, 'Eni'XKOnOI xat QvXotxts IxaKtsvro, ovs ol Aaxuns affxo^ocs 

iteyof" Said. 
'HC*r*o-njffo §9' txafott rut nayon a?xf»r» 'Em'lKOnON rt xxt mgfooXot 

TV)f Riots floras" Dionys. Halicaman, in Noma Pompilio, Antiq, lib. ii 
"Vult me Fompeiiu esse quem tote hae Campania et maritima ora habear'Efll'ZKOnON, 

ad quem delactua et negotiisumma referatur." Cic ad Attic lib. yii Epitt. ii. 
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the granting Institutions to Livings ; the defending the liberties of 
the Charon; and ^thd'tftietttife} Visitation of ^is^own t>iocese. ',The 
word " Priest" is derived from- the Greekf^wOrd '.TTetapvrtgof^&n 
M Elder," from which o&ay be clearly dediicedtyhe old French lydrd 
" Preostre." Some, however, derive it from the word" n^rW," 
because the PrfeW* t*. has his right place 1 * i 4 Wi tS ^a£; vfotrSrrqs 
t5$i£*««W TSu^/^utlilaf fescue whose mere function or charge Is 
the serviced God.' 1 1!W offi'cfe of a Priest is to teach and instruct 
the/ PecipKj.conitttittfed to v his* Wire by the Bishop of the l>ii>eese> 
ia the /whole dtfetritfes of Christianity, as contained in the Holy 
Scriptures* -Toiadttlihtsker 1 the Sacraments and the discfyline or 
ttbriaf/. -jTo^i^^torir^stidh 1 'erroneous and strange doctrines as 
are coirtraryuto God^wOrtt. I'o use both public and private admo- 
niiaojap and; exhortation^, 1 as well to the sick as to the whole, within 
lji8 culiev> as needsbaM 1 rttqtftrfe, and occasion shall be given: and 
tOjoffe* upprayefts 4n the* public Churches. The word' " Deacon ' 
Is dejivedsfrfrn* the flrefck wo¥d Ai«#w*;'a "Aliriistqr." It is the 
gffica o£» JfrsAeoWiki .tft* J Ofc*tch to which he has been appointed to 
assist tke PHteHo Divine* Service, especially when he administers 
the.Holyi^otdfflUakWi^ihlto'ito help him in its distribution by 
dd^erii^/tiie'Sicran^fitafcElenieHts, when consecrated, to the 
people •< to i^ad^tbe''B6*^Seriptares in the Congregation, and t? 
iflBtmiof the; Yduth ilaiinfe C&tcchism; to baptize and to preach; 
to Btatchifw thtesick and ^bdr, and to intimate their names, estates, 
a^d plate*! bfh*bodey te tWfcuralc, that by his exhortation they 
«iay/beipe)iey^d^the J Paristij or other con vcuient alms. 
irjQ-Sa^^^t^^rfipt'iiral Authority has the Church of England 
for) tfa < maite&tlakce iff * Diocesan Episcopacy, and these three 

Because nanie&aro not usually given until the things themselves 
1o which they are given have existed, and been observed tor some 
time— as when, at the creation, "God brought the beasts unto 
Adam to tee what be would call them, !J f — therefore, all lluugs 
(and, consequently, all Orders and Offices) are, necessarily, more 
ancient than tlic names by which they are called. 1 fence it is 
evident that tlie onhr and nffibe of a Bishop, of a Pres&ijter, ai d 
of a Beacon, must have existed before the appellations of Bi^iop, 
Bresbyier, and Deacon, were conferred upon thnje orders and 
offices. We may, therefore, conclude that although the Terms 
Jlish op ; Presbyter* an d t>mco n t we re not em pi o yea t o d i st i n g ui sU 
those Orders unlil after the death of our Saviour, yef those "three 
Orders might nevertheless have existed daring His continuance upon 
earth, and might have been (although not distinguished by those' 
appellations) perfectly distinct and separate in their several eh a-' 
ructers and employments, ant! in that respect exactly corresponding 
with the powers and commission of each Order in the present day, 

i^GeH. ii. 19. 
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If, f bereforej Jtjiese £hree Orders tlfiq&QpuRrMbyter, and Deacon* 
Can be said to haye^yexisted during, jO,qr ifowonjr's^ontiimance spoa 
earth, without beuigj fjo, , ^ame/i, our jje^t enquiry will be, whether 
we'tiave 8ufficienjt evidq^cefro^j fcjcrjptase, first* that they really 
did exist at that early period; and sflcoj\dly» thai the Apostles 
themselves were admitted to eact^aridi ajlf pf \thenfc- Now^ with 
respect to the first j, it is very cRidenjt. tlimj: these )t luree Orders^ 
( afterwards c idled thoec of Bishop, jPrjfist, and Deacon,) dicTlexiflC 
durlwg the personal Ministry of cur blessed, Sayttoir, and, without 
doubt, were instituted by Him : for as He himself \tas the visible 
Supreme Governor of HisOhureh, (afterwards, ciUledj by t be A post 14 
/ifcr- SlwjWl, the •' Dishop t "*) so tfoe T.wejoe, jlposUts iamin£et»/»*p 
Disciples formed two distinct ordersiQ^j^^^S/jiBd^rJiiaSufwemd 
Episcopal A aU i only ;>vliidi two Pr4ffl^wei^,aft€ir*^rdsiC^Hed by 
the: tome Apustle7 A P>'/ r *%fc^t (.\vhfirtMJe ,}* dertoe^fthfu Fifeiioli 
words Ereostre and Prtitre, and t|}e (J JSugMsU y&rinfkfeattji) ixid 
Deacons t % Now there can be np , xji^gti^jn ,but th«& our Lord 
himself was superior in Order to ,the>* Twelve Aj>$$th£i, and it is 
equally evident that the Twelve ^pqsjttles^wjftejralao superior in 
Order T to the Seventy. To say ii'^lripgiftft^jiof jfcke -yiery^pi&toaibte 
allusion of our Saviour's appointment ,of tjije fJf we)?e) Apostles t&{t)«4 
Twelve Patriarchs, and of the Seventy PipcipWfihiUtf the Sevetottf 
Elders, (which would necessarily irprjly c thafc,^l>e kt ter weeesobor- 
diuale to the former,) it must nojj bq fyrgptton J&at thsiM^Bjehtjf 
were oixly labourers in the Work r ,j)uf|ij^t[ the /T&efoe {whoiwerar 
noted by, an article of eminence, w $$&<*, JfiG T^elv«S^ were stj)ed 
*' JIuxttr Builders/ '§ — that the $eqm[y migbfcvheal oudy hf thd 
touchy but the TivHve by their very shadow, — i bat the Seventy 
had the Huly Ghost, that the Twelve gyyeft. Jfhv Twelve, thete- 
fure, miislhave been superior in Ordcr,to the^Wv^n^ being aftopa 
them in Privileges, in the iuinu'diatencss.qf their, calling, in- their 
Master's respect, in gifts mid in the towers qfttyqir administration^ 
in CominitisiuN, and in miraculous operations, . Indeed, if it had 
not been a higher appointment to nave jbeen one of the" Twelve* 
(or uf Uie' Episcopal order, being called *«?r/^xo^,S) why was it 
necessary that the vacancy occasioned by the treason of Judas 
shuuTrt, by the direction of the Spirit; of pod, , be supplied by aii 
elect iun out of the Seventyi^ it is, therefore, very certain that' 
. tliree distinct Orders of .Ministers, (a^t^rwards catted Bishops, 
Prtefif, and Deacons,) were instituted by our blessed' Saviouir 
himself. In reply in the second cu^ry* jit, ,^e.,evjdewj that the 
Apostles (themselves were admitted by our ;Sa^JK)ur ; himself to each 
and all of these three Orders; in otl,ve£ words, (a$ these Orders 
were not distinguished by different nat^es. until a subsequent period, 
every office being necessarily tupre pneienf Jfoan \.he ?wme by which 
it Ls called,) that the Apostles were ordained at three -several and 

~Tl Pet il 85. t Acto xir. 23. % 1 Tim. iii. a | I Cor. Hi, 10. f Acta L 2& 
H Hier. de Script. Ecclef. 
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distinct periods: for their first Ordination empowered them only to 
preach and baptize, offices which have been ever considered in the 
Church as within the qualifications of the lowest order of Minister, 
or Deacons; their second Ordination gave them authority to bless 
the elements of bread and wine in commemoration of the death and 
Sacrifice of Christ, which has never been performed by any beloW 
the second Order, or that of Priests; and their third Ordination 
invested them with full Episcopal Authority to govern the Church 
and ordain its Ministers, as Christ had governed it, and ordaiucd 
them. It is also worthy of remark that our Saviour did not elevate 
His Twelve Apostles to the Episcopal Order uutil it had become 
Vacant by His own death, and consequent departure from the World. 
Satisfied, therefore, as we must be, that these three distinct Orders 
existed during the continuance of our Saviour upon earth, and that 
His Apostles were admitted to each and all of them; our next 
consideration must be, whether this triple imparity of Ministers 
was continued after His death by the Apostles themselves, and 
whether it comprehended the same three Orders that were subse- 
quently called those of Bishop, Presbyter, (or Priest?) and Deacwn. 
Now, because our Suviour saw fit to found His Church in a triple 
imparity of Ministers, we have no reason whatever to doubt but 
that it was His intention that that imparity should be both perpetual 
and universal. If He had thought proper, it would have been q'nite 
as easy for Him to have made all His Ministers equally great ; none 
superior to the Seventy ; none inferior to the Twelve. But since 
it has pleased Him to exalt some to the honourable dignity of 
Jjpostleship, no less above the Seventy, than the Seventy were 
above the Multitude \ only enjoining them that the highest in 
station should be the lowest in mind and humility, He certainly 
roust have intended to establish this triple Form of Polity for the 
perpetual Government of His Church. As soon, therefore, after 
the death of their Lord and Master as the discharge of their 
numerous duties would permit, we find these Apostolical Bishops 
admitting one of the Seventy to the Episcopal Order ;* (for it is 
called by the Evangelist, riv 'Eirt<ntoww ;) the Seventy she, 
)C afterwatds were, with many others, " ordai&ed£&fer* (oi Presbyters) 

dl'd^r h*4~ in every Church "t by th e ^Apostje^ and as their promotion to the 
S^ c ,/7iw« second or Presbyteral Order necessarily rendered the third, or 
isLLt •>***• Diaconal Order vacant, the Apostles «• prayed and laid their hands 
7^*X?'^*k 8even men °^ honest report, and full of the Holy Ghost and 
i " r* * wisdom-,"]; whom they ordained Deacons. Thus, therefore, we 
may be convinced that immediately after our Saviour's death, the 
Christian Clergy comprised Twelve Bishops, (afterwards, by the 
Consecration of Sts. Paul and Barnabas, increased to fourteen,§) 
Seventy Presbyters, (afterwards increased very considerably,) and 
seven Deacons. We now come to consider, (being satisfied that 

• Acta t M, and Hier de Script EccIm. + Acta xir. 23. t Act* rL S. «. 

\ Actaxill l.i.3. 




1X3 

there were three distinct Orders of Ministers^) whether these three 
Orders were the same as those whicti are now called Bishops, 
Priests, J(ot Prestiyters,) and Deacdns. Now we are certain, witli 
respect to the first of these three Orders, that the Apostles them- 
selves were Bishops of the Christian , Church, being not only 
Aposiles but Bishops also ■ that they were not Orilv sent (A^orAXw) 
by Christ to preach His GospeJ throughout fh'e'WoHd^ but that the 
Gzvemmrnt or Overseers/tip (V Ett/ctxo^) of the Church was' com- 
mitted to ihcrri; and lhat they did no less perform the. offices' 6t 
their Episcopal Authority by (Governing than 6f their' Apostolical 
by TvuvMng* 
implies that \ 

Was VCSted M* uikjlu, aiil- jjvanguuoi, ici mo uic umuc i»u wiucu 

Matthias was chosen an Episcopal ond* "' which being* '£ij)'d&eit 
expressly of one of the .Apostles, agrees ho Jess linto Ihem a*lr fliid 
unto hum, on which account St. Cyprian, spealrihg' generally 'of 
them all, calls thera Bishops.^ ^'Ithofigh, therefore, equal amdh^ 
themselves, (as St. Cyprian pbserv^s,J) there was a ^Iperiorp'j/ of 
power and jurisdiction in them/alli ^arioViA fe over the 

two other Orders of Ministers in Christ's ChNirdlil' ,!t Wli have certaM 
proofs of the execufjoh by the Apostles dFWe' tlpiscppal pofrer"and 
Jurisdiction. Wc find St, Paul one time charging and commanding'^ 
another time c^utrnjlliisg and censuring ;j| one time giving mw% 
and ordinances ;^t another time urging' for their observance:** 
one time ordaining Church Governors ;^t aVidlticr time adjuring tbem 
to the performance of their dirty \ %f ; one time threatening punish- 
ment;^ another time inflicting if :|])| which nets, if tluy he nfit 
those of Episcopal Jurisdiction, I'\hust, candidly confess J know ifot 
uliat are acta of Episcopal Jurisdiction. , Moreover we find Hint 
the fault of Diotrephes was 1 that he resisted the Episcopal 
authority of St. John, not acknowledging the t ran seen dan t \\ -:nvcr 
of hia Episcopal Juris diet ion, yrhich ttye provoked Apostle and 
Bishop threatened to punish accordingly^'' $oW to prove that the 
-Apostles were Diocesan Bishops in the sense in Which our Enj^iyh 
Jlishops are, it. is by no means necessary to prove Xhat' ( jit that eftrly 
period they were called Diocesan Bishops, because fheV ma^have 
been Diocesan Hi shops without bettig so called, dif&kerfqffide \% 
necessarily more awh'nl than t fie title h? %dme BV winch it ''\s 
d i s I i n gii i s h c d , 1 1 i s c v i den 1 1 hat th ey w£re Bishops, becari sir it' hks 
been p roved that I hey possessed and Exercised Episcopal Authority ; 
the only question, therefore, which remains to'' be decided is wnalt 
hind pf (Bishops they were^ whether Uriiversal Bishops onljr, that 

S' f retrained no Diocese whatever ; Or Parochial' Bishops, thif is, 
^iyitu.al Governors tifone particular^Cohgregation only ; of Diocesan 

' ' *:'' r HEin<7xo*w. M Acts i. 20. + Cyp: lib. iii. Ep. 19. / 

X "Pari consortia pr&diti, efc honoris et potestatis." Cyp. i 2 These, iii 6, 

II 1 Cor. v. 4. 7. 11 Cor. xi. 2. '** 1 Cor. xv. 1, ff 2 Tim. i. 6. 

tt I Tin. v. 21| vi. 13| 8 Tim. iv. 1. It 2 Cor. xiii. 2. |||| 1 Tim. i. 20. 
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Bishops, that is, eaeh of them the Spiritual Governor of many 
Ministers and Congregations in one Diocese. Now with respect to 
the first of these classes, it may be well to observe, that the power 
of chief Ecclesiastical Overseers, (which the Title of Bishop 
signifies) must have existed before the restrained or limited use of 
the Title, which signifies it, {things being always more ancient 
than their names) an-d therefore, that the thing which the restricted 
use of the word signifies, is likewise mare ancventfrLhaa is the 
restriction of the word. The names imposed to dfeuote common 
qualities of operations are more ancient than is the restraint of 
those names; which restraint is generally employed to note any 
excellence of quality and operation in some one or few- amongst 
many, because the first things that grow into general observation, 
and which, thereby, give occasion to men to find names for them, 
are those which exist in many subjects, and which, on that accouut, 
are more easily, frequently, and universally noted. For example, 
the name Disciple having been invented to signify generally a 
learner, that signification is certainly more ancient than when it 
signifies, (as it were, by a kind of appropriation,) those learners, 
who, being taught by Christ ,were in that respect, termed Disciples 
by way of excellency ; we may say the same also of the name 
Apostle t which in its primary signification as a Messenger, is 
necessarily more ancient than that use of it which restrains it to 
Messengers sent to preach the Gospel, and this use of it is more 
ancient than that by which the same word is farther restrained to 
signify only those whom our Saviour himself did immediately send* 
In like manner, the Title or name of a Bishop having been anciently 
employed to signify both an Ecclesiastical Overseer in general, and 
more particularly also, a principal Ecclesiastical Overseer of a 
Diocese, therefore, this' latter restrained signification is not so 
ancient as the former, being more common. But for this reason, 
if for no other, the argument that the Apostles were only Universal, 
and not Diocesan Bishops, is entirely refuted, because they were 
Diocesan Bishops also, without being called so, as every office is> 
necessarily more ancient than the title or name by which it is dis- 
tinguished, in the second place, the Apostles could not have beea 
Parochial, or Congregational Bishops, because as such they conkt 
only have possessed the oversight of one Particular Church, or 
Congregation; but of what Particular Church or Congregation was 
Matthias Bishop, and yet his office is termed an Episcopal one> 
although no other than what was common to all the Apostles ? We 
must, therefore, conclude thirdly, that they were Diocesan Bishops, 
that is, that by virtue of their Apostolical office they possessed art 
oversight, including a Charge and Authority over a limited (although: 
by no means small) number of Presbyters and Deacons, and 
Congregations. If, therefore, they were the Bishops (or as tha 
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word signifies M Supervisors " and Governors) of the two inferior 
Orders of Presbyter and Deacon, (for as the latter were "Xxon-y&f,"* 
bo the Apostles themselves were " Ewfo-xoinivli;") and the two 
juferior Orders of Presbyter a*id Deacon have been proved to have 
fisted from the very commencement of onr Saviour's Ministry, we 
pre at liberty to infer that as the three Orders were instituted by 
Christ, so the very names of Bishop, Presbyter, and Deacon, were 
of Apostolical foundation. For it is evident that even when there 
was but one Church in a city, there were Ministers called Presbyter* 
Bud Deacons under the Government of the Bishop; for the Apostles 
had "ordained Presbyters in every Chujch/'f and had "laid their 
bands on seven Deacons" at least. At this early period, therefore, 
there must have been smaller Congregations in the villages abroad 
(besides those in the cities) each of which had a Presbyter to 
preach the Gospel and administer the Sacrament among them ; for 
the Apostles are recorded to have " ordained Presbyters in every 
Chureh,"t or Congregation. These village Congregations, or 
Churches, therefore, having grown out of, and dependiug upon, the 
Church of the city to which they were adjacent, (as Spiritual 
Colonies,) honoured the Church of that city as a Mother Church, 
and their Presbyters and Deacons were subject to the Bishop of 
that one principal Church, which Church was afterwards called His 
"See" (Sedes) or " Cathedral" (Cathedra,)— in allusion to which, 
jnost probably, St. Cyprian speaking of the deposed Bishop, 
Evaristus, terms him "Cathedrae extorrem,"§ or banished His 
Chair, or Cathedral,— and the local compass of his Authority was. 
called a " Diocese/' because (\> Evuncovos £«wxe/) the Bishop 
administers in the several Churches or Congregations comprehende4 
ia it. For example, St. James, who was Bishop of Jerusalem, was 
also Bishop of all the Churches which had been planted by the, 
Apostles in the neighbourhood of that city, and of all the country 
nuder the city of Jerusalem ; which being divided into many smaller. 
Congregations, he " ordained Presbyters in eyery Church," J or. 
Congregation, included within the local compass of his Episcopal 
jurisdiction, or Diocese, for the better and more speedy propagation, 
of the Gospel. Now it is distinctly declared that there was not 
ouly an Apostle (or Bishop) of Jerusalem, but that there were also 
** Presbyters''^ in that Diocese, and (as the Apostles are rccorde4 
to have "laid their hands on" and ordained no less than s^eveu 
Deacons at one time,) there is every reason to believe that there 
were Deacons there also ; for, if necessary at all, Deacons must 
have been as necessary for the Diocese of Jerusalem as for any 
other Diocese; aud if unnecessary, none would have been ordained 
Deacons, nor would the Order have been instituted. It is, there* 
fore, very evident that the Apostles maintained and approve? of 
Diocesan Episcopacy as a form of Church Polity, and that they 

* Wriii. H. f Acta xir. 83. I Cypr. Epi 49. * | Acta xiv. 23. T Actoxy,?.^ 



themselves were Diocesan Bishops, and had Presbyters and 
Deacons, with their respective Congregations, subject to their 
Episcopal Jurisdiction. It is also worthy of remark, that the 
amicable correspondence and intimate communication which were 
maintained between neighbouring Churches, and by' them with 
others removed at a greater distance throughout the world during 
the lives of the Apostles, are satisfactory proofs that the Christian 
Church was not then governed Congregation ally, (a sour Dissenting 
Brethren suppose ;) because under such a Polity, every Congregation 
being a perfectly independent Church of itself, and in no respect 
accountable for its. actio us to its sister Churches, one Chiirch may 
dp what lh,e other undoes; whereas in the Church of Christ during 
^he Apostolical age, every act of any Particular Church, conformable 
to the Institutions of our Saviour, stood as an act of the whole 
Church; aud every Particular Church was accountable to its 
neighbour Churches, and consequently to the whole Church for its 
actions. 'jfhus, St. Paul, who assumed to himself, in Conjunction 
with his brother Pishops, the other Apostles, * the care of all the 
Churches,"* and uot of one Particular Congregation only, required 
obedience to alibis positive Orders and Constitutions from all those 
Chqrches; "as 1 hav.e ordained," he writes to the Churches in 
Corinth, "in the Churches of Galatia, the same do ye also.** 
But it is objected that although the Apostles themselves may have 
governed the Church Episojpally, yet that that Government was 
6nly personal, local, and temporary, because, being extraordinary 
individuals, their pre-eminence died with them; that they were, 
therefore, after all, but the mere temporary Guardians of Presby- 
terian equality. Now no reasonable man can for a moment doubt 
that this Episcopal pre-eminence of the Apostles was to be universal 
aud perpetual; 1 mean that they gave to their Successors that 
power which they had received from our Saviour, and which (as we 
have seen) they themselves had exercised during their continuance 
upon earth: for we cannot suppose that they carried their Com* 
mission with them to Heaven, especially when it is distinctly 
recorded that it was given them for a perpetuity of succession, 
" even unto the end of the World." I admit, that, as Apostles 
immediately called, miraculously gifted, infallibly guided, and 
universally charged, they neither had, nor indeed could have, any 
Successors; but as Church Governors, appointed by Christ to 
order and settle the affairs of His Spiritual Kingdom, they were, 
and must have been succeeded. Our Saviour, when He enjoined 
them to "teach all nations, and baptize," added, "and, behold, 
J am with you, even unto the end of the World ;" now, He could 
not mean this of their persons, which continued not long upon the 
j&arth after Him ; He must, therefore, have meant it of their 
Successors: that He would be with them, as with their Predecessors; 

f 2 Cor. xi, 2a 
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pot, certainly, in the immediateness and extraordinary way of their 
calling ; not iu the admirable measure and kiuds of their " xpfurpatla' 
or gifts; not in the infallibility of their judgment, nur in the 
universality of their Charge; bat in the effectual execution of those 
offices, which should be perpetuated to His Church for the salvatiou 
of Mankind. Such were the preaching of the Gospel, and the 
administration of the Sacraments ; the Ordination of the three. 
Orders of Clergy; the regulation and settlement of Church matters J 
the infliction of Ecclesiastical censures, &c. ; acts, which were so 
necessary, that the Church could not at all have subsisted without 
them. In the execution of these offices, therefore, the Apostles 
must have been, and were succeeded. I f, then, we examine Scripture, 
we shall find it clearly recorded that the power of these acts, as if 
was, by our Saviour's Commission, originally vested in the Apostles, 
(being by them conveyed to the Church, and not by the Church 
conveyed to them,) was imparted to their Successors in the, 
Episcopal Order, and incorporated into their office. It has beea 
already proved that the Apostles had ordained Presbyters and 
Deacons, (and Presbyters and Deacons only) iu the nearer Churches, 
In which they themselves could in person order Ecclesiastical 
matters. But we find that in the Churches which were more remote 
(which from the distance they could not themselves visit frequently,f 
and in which, on account of their absence, Presbyters had appeared 
"speaking perverse things," and drawing Disciples after them,) 
they, during their own lives, invested some one Presbyter with 
Episcopal Authority, and enforcing residence upon him in the 
Diocfse over which he was consecrated,t communicated to him a 
pre-eminence and superiority over the other Ministers, that he 
might, by the proper exercise of his Episcopal Power, prevent the 
disorder, contention, and inconvenience which had previously existed* 
I do not mean to assert that this was the case with every Diocese; 
it was necessarily an act of time, and, therefore, could not be 
effected at once; some Dioceses whicii were near (as already 
observed) did not require a Bishop constantly resident, because 
they were so frequently supplied by the presence of the Apostles 
themselves, and, probably, were not only so small as not to require, 
at that early period, their full number of officers, but also had not, 

ferhaps, competent men for those places of dignity and eminence, 
t is very certain, however, from the Scriptures, that in certain 
Dioceses (as for example in the Dioceses of Ephesus, Crete, Smyrna, 
Pergamos, Thyatira, Sardis, Philadelphia, Laodicea, &c.) there 
was by Apostolical Ordination a fixed imparity attd constant juris- 
diction amongst those that were entrusted with the teaching and 
Government of the Christian Church, that is, of Bishop above the 
two inferior Orders of Clergy, viz. Presbyters and Deacons. Indeed 
St. Paul in his Epistles to the Bishops of the Dioceses of Ephesus 
and Crete, (Timothy and Titus,) and St, John in his Apostolical 

" f 1 Tim. iii, 15, ' 
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Charge to the Bishops of Epheses (Oncsimus,) Smyrna (Polycarp,) 
Pergamos and Thyatira, have so expressly enjoined this Episcopal 
Jurisdiction, and triple imparity, that if they were now to givp 
direction to an English Bishpp how to conduct himself in his 
Episcopal Station i they coultl not have spoken more fully. to the 
execution of this /sacred pffiqe* Before,,, however, tbis point is 
ascertained, it will he necessary to prove, firAt, that tha< Bishop* 
herein mentioned, were tjie Bishops of Bioceses, and tibfc of single 
Parishes; and, secondly, that the Presbyters and Deacons over* 
whom they were jappoin ted, were nqt Laymen, but regularly ordained 
Ministers, Jjlpw in th.^.firs.t place, it is evident that the Bishopric* 
of Epbesua, Crete, Sardts, >Smyrna, &c. were extensive Dioceses t 
and not po^re obscure Parishes. The Diocese of Ephesus possessed 
a great number of Presbyters before the appointment of Timothy 
to the Bishopric of it, for we are told that when St. Paul had 
determined to resign that office and consecrate Timothy in His stead, 
41 he sent frpra Miletus to Ephesus," (a distance of fifty miles,) 
']$nd called the Pr#styyters (rpr Upapvrigtis) of the Church ; and? 
when tfiey were come, to bim„ he said unto ihem, 'Ye know, from 
the first day that I came into Asia, after what manner I haVe been 
with you (as your Bishop), at all seasons, &c. And when he had 
thus spoken, .he kneeled down, and prayed with them all. And 
they all wept sore, and fell on Paul's neck, and kissed him;! 
sorrowing most of all for the words which he spake, that they 
should see Jus face no more,' "* It ia, therefore, evident that there 
were many Presbyters in the Diocese of Ephesus. Now if all these 
Presbyters were Ministers of the Gospel, (as I will shortly prove. 
fn'eyVere,,) surely Ephesus could not have required so many, if it 
were but an obscure parish, nor could the Apostles have spared so 
many Ministers for one parish, especially at a period when ."the 
harvest was great but the labourers few," and their assistance waft 
required elsewhere. EpheSus, therefore, was not one single parisllj 
but an extensive Dioc6se, comprehending great part of Asfc* eoiv 
tjfining (irobvxXriQBtav, as St. Jgnatius acknowledges) " a Very great 
inultitude" of Christians ; and so large, that in the Emperor Leo^ 
time, it had no less than thirty-six Bishoprics under it.t \ Crefe 
also (of which Titus was consecrated Bishop,) was an extensive 
diocese; it had no less than One hundred cities, whence it theft 
bad the name of 'Exa/o/ATroT/r, and "every city" (i.e. tne whoJ£ 
hundred cities, with their Churches and Clergy, who were doubtless 
numerous,) " were subjected by the Apostles to the Episcopal 
Authority of its Bishop."§ Sardis also was a large Diocese, having 
under it, in the time of the Emperor Leo, no less than twenty four 
Bishoprics ;t and the same may be said of the other* Dioceses, 
already mentioned. We may, therefore, rest satisfied that the 
Bishops of Ephesus, Crete, Smyrna, PcrgamttS, B &c. were Bishop* 
oli)iobeses, and not of single Churches or Congregations* Our 

* Acta xz. 18. 36, 37. 38. ' f Jur* Grac. pp. 88. 001 \ Titw i. *. 
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next enquiry concerns the Presbyters nnd Deacons who are recorded 
in Scripture to have been subject to their Episcopal Authority, 
whether they were Ecclesiastical Ministers or Laymen. Now 
with respect to the Presbyters it is very evident that they were all 
of them Ministers of the Gospel,- and not Laymen, because they 
took upon themselves 'Ecclesiastical Charges. The Presbyters of 
Ephesuq, for instance, were coramaftddd to "feed t hi Church of 
Godi'^Vwiiich Ab:lfctt^7?>a^ could presume to do. "Is any sick 
among you?" (write* Sfr Barnes,) «'let him call for the Presbyters 
tof the &hnr6h, and let them pray over him, anoiuting him with oil 
fci the name of the Lord. And- the prayer of faith shall save the 
sick, and the Lord shall raise him up; and if he h^ve committed 
sins, they shall be forgiven him."t Now, first, it is vfery im pro- 
bable that the Apostle here would require Laymen to be called for, 
tp comfort the sick, to cure him by their prayers, and to anoint 
him with their miraculous oil, when Spiritual Ministers were* 
among them ; secondly, it is still more improbable, that the 
Spiritual Ministers should stand by, whilst Laymen performed 
their spiritual offices; and thirdly, it is improvable that thesei 
Presbyters who are to cure the sick by the anointing of oil should 
be bat Laymen, because St. Mark informs us that the power of 
miraculous cure by anointing the sick was never committed to the 
hands of Laymen, but to Ecclesiastics only. " For this cause,? 
(writes St. Paul to Titus) u left I thee in Crete, that thou shouldest 
ordain Presbyters in every city : % Presbyters were, therefore, 
ordained Ministers, and not Laymen.§ With respect to the 1 

* Acts xx. 28. f James v. 14. 15. J Tit. i. 5. x 

| It is -very remarkable that although the term U^gq-^vrseos, (Presbyter) occurs in no km 
.than twenty-ttco passages of the New Testament, yet there is bat one solitary text which 
(in the opinion even of our Dissenting Brethren,) gives the slightest countenance to the* 
•apposition of the Primitive Presbyters having been Laymen ; " Let the Presbyters that 
rale well be worthy of doable honour, especially they who labour in word and doctrine.," 
(1 Tim. v. 17) From this passage our opponents wish to infer that there were soma 
Presbyters who did not *• labour in word and doctrine." This; however, upon examination 
will be found to be an erroneous conclusion; for, first, the "Presbyters ruling well,'* (i«. 
xuXus metfUTls) are herein called Ueosrvrzs , (whence probably comes the English^ 
appellation Priests,) which cannot be said of Laymen; for the same Apostle (St. Paul) shows 
what It ia xocXut irgotrdKrOai (" to rule well,") in his charge to the Presbyters of Ephesus, 
whom he enjoins to "take heed (or carefully attend) to the flock of God:*' (Acts xx. 28.) 
Secondly, St. Paul in this passage claims for those " Presbyters that rule well, double honour?' 
(oWA*ir//u.i}) that is, double maintenance from the revenues of the Church, "for (as ha 
adds in the very next verse) "the Scripture saith, thou shalt not muzzle the ox that treadeth 
•at the corn ; and the labourer is worthy of his reward,'* which words he has quoted in hia 
Epistle to the Corinthians (1 Cor. ix 9.) in immediate reference to the pecuniary support of 
the Clergy* saying, " that as they which Minister about holy things live of the things of the 
Temple, and they which wait at the altar are partakers with the altar ; even so hath the 
Lord ordained, that they which preach the Gospel should live of the Gospel : (vera. 13. 14.) 
This "doable honour" or maintenance, then, can be due to none, but to those that serve at 
the altar, because we have no reason whatever to suppose that Laymen should be maintained 
by the Church. We most, therefore, infer that fxaKi^a. xmtvvles does not mean * 
separate and distinct office, but rather a more intense and serious labour in the same office, 
as might be shown in numerous instances, and who because xotrioiv they labour fjLaXtf» 
•More especially, or more abundantly than others, are to be supported and encouraged 
aeeardingiv. * 



Deacon*, It is equally evident that they were not Laymen : first, 
because if they had been Laymen the Apostles need not have beeu 
$o particular in their choice of persons, nor have used such solemn 
rites of Ordination to ordain thera to it; nor would they have 
** laid their hands on them,"* nor called it the " office of a 
J)eacon"f nor vested the appointment in themselves, saying, 
'* whom we may appoint," &c. :§ secondly, because the solemnity 
in Ordaining, by prayer and imposition of hands is confirmed by the 
qualifications which St. Paul requires in a J)eacon t \\ which, being 
almost the very same with those for a Presbyter, sufficiently prove 
the office of a Deacon to have beeu an Ecclesiastial Order ; and, 
thirdly, because the Apostolical Deacons were allowed to preach 
and baptize, for Philip, the Deacon, did both.J It is, therefore, 
certain that the Deacons (as well as the Presbyters) were not 
Laymen, but an Order of Ministers in the Christian Church.) 
These points, then, being clearly ascertained, our next object will 
J>e to enquire into the nature and extent of that power, authority, 
and jurisdiction (viz. that of Ordination, and of ruling and censuring 
'Presbyters and Deacons) committed to the Bishops of those 
Dioceses which I have mentioned, viz. Ephesns, Crete, Pergamos, 
Thyatira, &c. First, St. Paul beseeches the Bishop of the Diocese 
\of Ephesus (Timothy) to " charge" the Presbyters of Ephesus that 
"they teach no other doctrine"** than what^was prescribed by our 
Saviour and His Apos>tlcs. Now it is only for Superiors to "charge," 
and for inferiors to obey; if, there fu re, Bishop Timothy had been 
'an equal Presbyter with the rest, he had no right to "charge 
those who were eqnal to himself; at all events the Presbyter*, 
being his eqiials, would care but little for his " charge," or, most 
probably, they would rather "charge" him to keep to himself, 
and not to interfere with their matters. Secondly, a power «f 
'control cannot belong to an equal, and yet we find, that St. Paul 
commits to Timothy the oversight and control of the heretical and 
unseasonable doctrines of the Ephesian false Preachers, " according 
to the Prophesies which went before on him," and that in opposing 
himself to their erroneous tenets, he " might war a good war fare." ft 
Thirdly, Timothy is required to prove and examine the Deacons, 
whether they be " blameless," or not, and whether they be qualified 
as he had prescribed ; and if found to be such, to allow them " to 
use the office of a Deacon," and upon the good and holy use of it, 

.« Acta vl. 6 f 1 Tim. ill 1& \ Acta vi. 3. II 1 Tim. lit. S. 13. t Acts vlH. 5.38. 
.% U my Dissenting Brethren object thai became the Apostolical Deacons were effected to 

"serve tables," whkh is a secahw or lay employment, they must, therefore, have been 
- Laymen, I would remind them that the "serving tables" also implied their "serving- tor 

ministering) at the table" of the Lord's Svpper, because in those days their 'Ayelwfc/, 
, or love feasts, at which the rich and poor sat down together, were held at die same time 

with the holy Eodkmiet, and both administered every day; so that the ministration o# the 

J)v«ot» respected both the ens and the ether, and consequently it was their office to deUrer 
L the ittcransnttj dements, when coosestnted, to the people* wkiok I* svidently a apititaei 
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to promote them to a higher "degree."* Fonrthly7^Sira«jO§^]vflP^ 
entrusted with this Episcopal Authority in consequencewP=tfae= ^ 
resignation of St. Paul, that " he might know how to behave himself 
in the House of God, which is the Church of the living God, the 
pillar and ground of the truth,"t that is, how'to conduct himself, 
not in the pulpit only, but in Church Government, and in the 
admission of Ministers into the Diocese of Ephesus. Now it is 
very certain that these, were not the duties of a mere Presbyter, 
because such an one could not interfere with the charges and offices 
of his equals} but as it has been already proved that Ephesus was 
an extensive Diocese, and not a Private Congregation, on which 
account St. Paul styles it "the pillar and ground 'of the truth;" 
and as we cannot for a moment suppose that Timothy (after so 
much attendance upon that Apostle in his Episcopal Visitations) 
could have been before ignorant of what might concern' him as an 
ordinary Presbyter, we must naturally conclude that it was a more 
public and general Charge which was now imposed upon him, so 
that he who knew before how to conduct himself as the Minister of 
a Particular Congregation, might now know how to conduct himself 
as a Diocesan Bishop. Fifthly, Timothy is required to " put the 
brethren," or Presbyters, "in remembrance" of the foretold dangers of 
the last times, and to oppose the false doctrines therein specified, with 
this charge, "Command and teach :"J he was, therefore, expected 
to " teach" them himself, and to " command" others to teach them ; 
which as a mere Presbyter would have been impossible, because 
even if he had "commanded" his fellow Presbyters, they need not 
have obeyed him. Sixthly, Timothy is charged with censures, and 
it is prescribed how he must inflict tbem — " Rebuke not a Presbyter" 
roughly. He is also to issue orders concerning the choice, con- 
duct, and maintenance of those widows, who must be provided for 
by the Church; he has power to admit some, and to refuse others, 
and to order that the Church be not unduly charged.)] ' All of which 
lies far beyond the Province and Commission" of a simple Presbyter. 
Seventhly, Timothy is desired to take care, that the Presbyters 
who zealously perform the duties of their sacred calling, be respect- 
fully treated and liberally maintained. H Now it is not only 
exceedingly improbable that an ordinary Presbyter should have*the * 
disposal of the Church revenues, or at all events of any maintenance 
besides his own, but it would be very inconvenient and pernicious; 
because if every Presbyter had this power, and nobody over them 
to moderate it, each of them would consider himself (if he were the 
judge) as having most zealously performed his duty. We may, 
therefore, reasonably conclude that this was the duty of the Bishop; 
all the tithes and revenues of the Church being formerly paid to 
him, and he dispensing among the Presbyters and Deacons, to every 

* 1 Tim. ill 8. 9, 10. 13. f 1 Tim. iii. 1*. * I Tim. iv. 6. li. 

Ill Tim. r. 1. 16. f 1 Tim. v. 17. 



one his portion. Eignthty, Timothy is eharged " riot la refceivfc rfff 
accusation against a Presbyter, but before two or three witnesses."* 
Timothy, therefore, by his oftce, was empowered to receive accusal 
tiotis against Presfi; ff er# t and how could he do so, if he Wt?re but 
their equal? He mast summon witnesses before himself; which he 
could not do, unless he possessed Episcopal Jurisdiction : and when: 
he fiuds a Presbyter guilty, he is required to " rebuke hhn befortr 
all, that others also nlay fear."t Timothy was, therefore, 
empowered and required to censure Presbyters, which he coo Id not 
have done unless he were their Superior. Ninthly, Timothy is 
charged " before God, and the Lord Jesus Christ, and the «fccfc 
Angels, to observe all these things, without preferring otref 
(Presbyter) before another, and doing nothing by partiality.*^ If 
is, therefore, very plain that Timothy was possessed of sftch 
authority as was capable of showing favour, or exercising rigour ttf 
Presbyters, and which roust have been Episcopal. Lastly, Timothy 
is charged to " lay hands suddenly on no man." J Now let it bd 
observed, the Apostle does not say, "lend not thy hand to be laid 
on with others," but appropriates it as his own act, joining none 
with him, although there were many Presbyters at Kphesus. If 
these Presbyters could have ordained without him, what necessity 
"was there of this charge being imposed on Timothy? It is, there- 
fore, certain that their bauds without his would not serve to 
Ordination, but his without theirs might. Because then Timothy 
alone had the power of the imposition of hands, and could lay his 
hands on none for Ordination, but on Presbyters and Deacons t ht 
must, therefore, have been superior to Presbyters and Deacons, for 
"the less," says the Apostle, " is blessed" (or ordained) "of the 
bctter,"|| and Timothy " laid hands" on others, as the Apostle had 
ft laid hands" on Timothy himself, and Timothy, consequently," 
must have been a Diocesan Bishop, invested with the especial 
power of Ordination, and the power of ruling and censuring 
Presbyters and Deacons. Let us now examine St. Paul's Epistle 
to Titus, Bishop of the Diocese of Crete. Now, first, Titus is 
charged to "set in order the things, that were wanting "H in his 
extensive Diocese, which (as we have already seen) comprehendeti 
no less than one hnndred cities. By "setting in order the things" 
that were wanting" the Apostle means correcting disorders; fur 
Beza renders the woTds ha iitt$«>e§i!><rp, " that thou sbouldst correct,"' 
and Erasmus translates it " pcrgas corrigerc ;" and the words 
*ta TJivail* (see Eccles i. 15,) comprehends both things amiss nud 
things wanting ; so that it was the office of Titus, as of a good 
Bishop, both to rectify and reform those things which were offensive, 
fend by the enactment 6f new orders, to supply those ordinances 
which were yet defective. Secondly, Titus is charged to " ordain 

* 1 Tim. t. 19. + 1 Tim. V. 20. i 1 Tim. r. 21. 1 1 Thn: y. 28. 
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Presbyters in every city,*** that is, in every one. of those hundred 
cities, as he had been "appointed" by the Apostle; for let it be 
observed, the Apostle does not refer to the Ordination of some one 
Presbyter that was required to complete the number, but to an 
universal Ordination " in every city" throughout the whole island; 
he does not even confiue Titus to one presbyter in each city, (that 
is, to Ordain one hundred Presbyters, there being one hundred 
cities,) but, as the occasion might require, he would have lain 
Ordain many " Presbyters in each city." Thirdly, Titus is charged 
to "stpp the mouths" of those false Preachers, who broached 
doctrines "which they ought not, for filthy lucre's sake,"f and tp 
pass censures upon them. Lastly, Titus is thus charged, " a maq, 
that is an heretic, after the first and second admonition reject ;"j 
therefore, it belonged to Titus alone to proceed against erroneous 
Preachers, to judge of heresy, to give formal admonitipns to thp 
heretic, aud to cast him out of the Church upon his obstinacy. 
As we cannot suppose that it Mpuged to the office of a naerp 
Presbyter to employ such a judicial process against heretical 
Presbyters, or to eject them out of the Church, (because the laUep 
would have treated his interference with scorn and derision,) this 
power, therefore, necessarily rapUes an Episcopal jurisdiction. Novy, 
Jet it be recollected, as in the case of Timothy, that Titus, in all 
these charges of the Apostle, is mentioned alone; if (as our 
JMsscntiug Brethren object) St, Paul intended these acts by way of 
society or partnership with the Presbyters, that, he should join with 
the Presbyters in these duties of Correction, Ordination, Suspension, 
apd Excommunication, could he not have as easily expressed himi- 
self, if he so meant it, and have directed his charge to more 3 
jet Titus is singled out alone. Jf, therefore, it were in the powef 
of every Presbyter to do those things without him, what necessity 
was there for this power being entrusted to him alone! and if the 
charge were, that he must urge and procure it tp be done, I wonld 
ask by what authority ? By bis, own! If, therefore, he possessed 
such authority cither without, or above tfiem, as essential to his 
office, comprehending power both of Ordination and correction of 
disorders, he must have been a Diocesan Bishop. L*ct us now 
examine the Revelations of $t. John, who was commauded by the 
Holy Spirit to direct his seven Epistles to the Bishops of the seven. 
Diocesan Churches of Ephesus, Smyrna, Pergamos, Thyatira, 
Sardi0 r Philadelphia, and Laodicea, by the names of so many 
iflngels: "to the Angel of the Church of Ephesus;" "to tbp 
Angel of the Church in Smyrna," &c. Now it is very certain tbaf; 
}n every one of these Churches (which have been already proyed tf 
have been Diocesan and not Parochial Churches,) there were many 
presbyters, (as for instance in that of Ephesus,§) yet but one 

♦ TiM.5, t Tit. i. 11. JTituuW. ^Act»«,l7, 
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•tfngel: if, therefore, that one were not in Order, station, and 
dignity, superior to the rest, why was he noted particularly and 
singly, or why was not the direction, " to all the Angels of the 
Church of Ephesus 1" It is certain, therefore, that although ail 
were Angels in respect of their Ministry, yet one was Angel, in 
respect of his fixed Superiority and Episcopal Pre-eminence ; and 
as the Dioceses herein mentioned have been proved to have been 
extensive, their Angels must necessarily have possessed a large 
jurisdiction and authority. Onesimus had succeeded Timothy as 
n/lngel or Bishop of the Diocese of Ephcsus, (called by Justin 
Martyr the "President of the Presbyters" of Ephesus) and is 
recorded by the Apostle to have "tried them which said l hey were 
Apostles and were not, and found them liars,"* which if a mere 
Presbyter had presumed to do, his audacity would have heen treated 
with scorn. Polycarp was the Angel or Bishop of Smyrna, whom 
St. Ignatius (a contemporary with St. John) acknowledges to have 
been by his Episcopacy, superior to the rest of his Clergy. It is 
imputed to the Angel or Bishop of Pergamos that although in his 
own person he held constant to the faith, yet there were many of 
his Clergy who maintained and preached the doctrines of Balaam, f 
and the licentious " doctrine of the Nicolaitanes;"{ on this account 
the Bishop is taxed and menaced, which he would not have been, 
if he had nojt possessed a coercive power (necessarily Episcopal) to 
restrain and punish those heterodox Preachers. The Angel, or 
Bishop, of the Diocesan Church of Thyatira, notwithstanding all 
his virtues, graces, and services, is severely censured, because he 
u suffered the woman Jezebel, which called herself a Prophetess, to 
teach and to seduce the servants of God;"§ which, if he had been 
but an ordiuary Presbyter, and unarmed with Episcopal power, he 
could not possibly have prevented ; and yet he would never have 
heen charged with what he could not possibly redress. From what, 
therefore, has been urged upon this subject, we may safely conclude 
that the Episcopal pre-eminence and power of the Apostles (which 
they had received from our Lord Jesus Christ) was not personal, 
local, or temporary, but was communicated by them, to their 
Successors, because it is very certain from Scripture that a Super- 
intendant and Jurisdictive authority, (differing in no respect from 
that possessed by the Apostles themselves, and enjoyed by the 
Bishops of the Anglican Church,) was vested in Timothy and Titus, 
Bishops of Ephesus and Crete, and in Onesimus, Polycarp, &c. 
Angels, or Bishops of Ephesus, Smyrna, &c. For this Episcopal 
power was either left by the Apostles, or it was not left: if it were 
left (as we otherwise could have no Church) it must have beeu left 
either with all, or with only some: with all it could not have been 
left, because all could not be considered competent Judges of 

* R*r t {i.*. f Rev,ii.M, % Rev.U, Id, \ Rev. 11,20. 
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Ecclesiastical matters ; if, therefore, with some, it must have been 
either with one in a city, or territory, or with more than one ; with 
more than one it could not have been, because the Apostle imposes 
the charge upon one only; one Timothy in the Diocese of Ephesus; 
one Titus in Crete ; one Angel in Thyatira, one other in Philadelphia, 
as also in Laodicea, Smyrna, &c. ; on which account those single 
Persons are answerable for the neglect of the Presbyters aud 
Deacons in their respective Dioceses. Now, if this Episcopal 
power and charge were by the very hands of the Apostles entailed 
upon those eminent persons, who should by due Ordination and 
Consecration succeed them, why should it not also descend from 
these latter Bishops to their Successors? There is no reason to 
suppose that Ephesus, Crete, Smyrna, &c. should be otherwise 
provided for than the rest of the World : the directions given by 
the Apostles to these Bishops carry perpetuity and universality 
of use on the face of them, there being the same reasons for their 
•bservaoce by all persons concerned, aud in all times and places; 
for why should not every Bishop be as unreproveable as an Ephesian, 
and a Cretan Bishop? Why should an accusation against a 
Presbyter be received upon more slender evidence in one place than 
another 1 Why should there not be the same courses taken for 
Ordination and censure in all ages and Churches, since the same 
things must necessarily be done every where in all ages and 
Churches? Is it not indeed evident that the Dioceses of Ephesus 
and Crete were but the patterns of other Churches, and Timothy 
and Titus of other faithful Bishops ? Because, then, it has been 
proved that our blessed Saviour instituted a triple imparity of rank 
and jurisdiction amongst His Ministers, during His continuance 
upon the earth, (viz. Himself, His Twelve Apostles, and the 
Seventy subordinate Ministers;) and that He ordained His Apostles 
three several and distinct times, on each occasiou conferring on 
them the very powers peculiar to the three Orders of Bishop, 
Presbyter, and Deacon; and that those Apostles after His death 
both practised and recommended the same Form of Church Polity, 
(Diocesan Episcopacy?) admitting their Episcopal Successors 
(Timothy, Titus, &c.) to the same three Orders of Bishop, 
Presbyter, and Deacon, and deriving to them a superiority in rank 
and jurisdiction, which it would have been both absurd and impos- 
sible for mere Presbyters to have exercised, thereby implying that 
they intended the Christian Church to be governed perpetually, 
even (as St. Paul observes) " until the appearing of our Lord Jesus 
Christ"* by Diocesan Episcopacy, and its consequent triple 
imparity of Clergy; we may, therefore, infer that the basis upon 
which Diocesan Episcopacy rests is clearly founded in Script ure 9 
and that the Churph of England, in adhering to it, has done no 

* 1 Tim, vi. 14* 
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r iQore than Mow the practice ot our blessed Saviour and Hi* holy 
Apostles,* 

Q. 23.—/* it evident from St. Jerome and other ancient Father* 
that the Primitive Church was governed not Episcopally, ont 
Cocgregationally ? 

It is by no means evident either from St. Jerome, or any otbftr 
.ancieut Father, that the Primitive Church was for many years 
governed Congregationally, and not Episcopafly. The only indi- 
vidual who has advocated Presbyterian Polity in opposition to 
Diocesan Episcopacy during a period of fifteen hundred and eleven 
years, that is, from the commencement of our Saviour's Ministry, 
,(A, 1). 30.) until the time of Calvin, (A. 0. 1541.) was one Ariuf, 
.a branded heretic, who, according to St. Epiphanius, was " $. 
^nadman, proud, and an Ariau a]together."t He eagerly wished 
to be made a Bishop, but his school-fellow lDustathius was preferred 
before M oi, and appointed to that dignity instead of himself; 
because, therefore, his proud and ambitious spirit was disappointedt 
(although Eusta+hius endeavoured to please him and remove hW 
anger by kindness,) he resolved to revenge himself by raising ft 
new seditious opinion in the' Christian Church, and consequently 
broke forth into oppoeitiop. "His speech" (writes Epiphanius) 
" sa von red rather of madness than of sober humanity. For he sai4, 
' What is a Bishop better than a Presbyter? the one differs not at 
all from the other. There is but one order, one honp»;r, pne dignity 
of both. Docs the Bishop impose hands] so does the Presbyter^ 
Does the Bishop administer Baptism 1 so does the Presbyter. Tkfi 
Bishop dispenses the service of God ; so does the Presbyter. The 

# I am fully aware that the practice of oar blessed Saviour and of His holy Apostles is a 
sufficient sanction for the maintenance of the Episcopal Form of Church Government, and, 
therefore, that it is perfectly unnecessary to adduce any higher authority in its fa?QBf. 
I cannot, however, forbear to notice that in the Jewish Church (upon which indeed the 
Cbristiaa Church was grafted) there existed a similar form of Polity, with a triple imparity 
of Clergy, consisting of High Priast, Priests, and Lepites, and corresponding with the 
Bishop, Presbyter, and Deacon of the Christian Church. It is also worthy of remark that 
the third order (or Levites) in the Jewish Church, now called by Modern Jews, " Hazars," 
or Readers of the Law, were anciently called " Sciamas," and that the Syrian Christian! 
still call their " Deacons" by the same name of " Sciamas." Perhaps I should not assume 
too much, if I declared that in my own individual opinion our blessed Saviour Himself was 
condescendingly pleased to be admitted to these three Orders, to which " He was called of 
God'* and "annotated with the Holy Ghost." (See Heb. v. 4 5. and Acts x. 88— Matt. hi. 
15, i7.-*Juan xtt. 28; and Matt. xvii. 5^-Also 1 Cor. xil 4. 5. 6.) At all events it is veqr 
certain that He acted as a Deacon, when He read in the Synagogue, blessed (or baptised) 
little children, and preached; as a Priest, when He administered the Sacrament to H|S 
Apostles; and as a Bishop, when He breathed upon them Episcopal Consecration j and that 
in reference to His first ordination He is called a Deacon } (Aiaxotos, Rom. xt. 8.) ; In 
reference to His second, He is called a Priest; (Heb. x. 21.) j and in referencato His thitj 
and last, "the Bishop of our Souls." (1 Pet* ii. 25.) * 

♦ "'Eixpfwrftsts rnrimoMf" &c. ^Epiphan, Hares. 75. 
'$ It may be necessary, perhaps, to inform the reader, that Bishops imposed hands in the ancient 
Church for Ordination and Confirmation j and Presbyters for Absolution and the reconciliation 

* tff penitents tO"Wod-aiMi the Cnwetu 
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Bishop nits $11 his chair, it throve; so doea the Presbyter.'" 
Now in these opinions respecting Episcopal Government, (for which 
he was hooted not only ont of the Church, but also out of the 
cities, towns, am! villages— for which St. Kpiphanius, in the voice 
ef the Church of God, styled hito " a great mischief to the World,"* 
and for which, in connection with his other heretical tenets, he wad 
ihortly afterwards punished by God with a violent death, by the 

Eshmg out of his bowels,) it is evident that he was singular ; for 
alone is singled out by the fathers of the Chnrch, which he' 
would *ot have been> if there had been others known to have been 
ef the same mind. Now if (as 1 will shortly prove) this Arius was 
the only individual (excepting his few deluded followers who were 
dispersed soon after his death) that maintained an equality of 
Ctergy in the Christian Church for a period of fifteen successive 
centuries,--*him8eif denying the Divinity of Christ and of the Holy 
Spirit, and on that account branded as so notorious a heretic, tha$ 
!io ancient or modem historian ever wrote of heretics, who did not 
name him for one, as we find in the writings of Epiphanius, Austin, 
PhHaster, &e. ; surely no pious and sober Christian would think it 
safe and proper to side with this heretic, but would rather blush to 
become his partisan, not only (as shall be proved hereafter) against 
all the hoty Fathers of the Church, but also against the whole 
Church of God, whose judgment those Fathers expressly declared* 
But it is objected that Arius is not the only individual who has 
opposed Diocesan Episcopal Government in the Christian Church ; 
for that St. Jerome, who flourished in the fourth century, was of 
the same opinion, because he writes, "what does a Bishop, excepting 
Ordination, which a Presbyter does not V't Now it is very evident 
that Jerome may bave used these words, and yet be no advocate 
far Presbyterian Church Government; for, first, Jerome wai 
himself but a Presbyter, and, therefore, not likely, under any 
circumstances, to exalt the Episcopal Order at the expense of his 
own Order; secondly, the expression implies nothing, because in 
this very passage, he makes an exception in favour of the Episcopal 
Order, "what does a Bishop, excepting Ordinatwr^ which a 
Presbyter does not!" thirdly, Jerome, although a pious man, wan 
nevertheless of an irascible disposition, and, therefore, very probably 
en certain occasions uttered expressions which in his cooler moments 
he would have contradicted ; fourthly, the very occasion on which 
this expression was used was Bueh an occasion, for he had been 
Vexed with some violent proceedings of John, Bishop of Jerusalem, 
and, therefore, considering himself as a Presbyter ill-treated by 
a Bishop, he felt inclined to support the dignity of the former 
Order against the tyranny of the latter ; fifthly, if it had been his 
intention in this passage to have maintained the equality of Bishops 
and Presbyters, he would bave sought every opportunity of stating 

. *'"' Magnum uuftdomftltim." 
t " Qood fecit Bpbeoput, crept* *i4inatkme, quod Pmbfter boh fttiV 
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inch an opinion, bat, on the contrary, this is the only place in 
which he contends for the Presbyteral against the Episcopal Order, 
and even here (as we have already noticed) he makes an exception 
in favour of the latter ; and finally, if he had been really an advocate 
for the innovations of Presbyterian or Congregational Polity, his 
works would not be so full of arguments in favour of Diocesan 
Episcopacy; — fur in his letter to Marcella against Mon tanus, he 
writes, " Our Bishops with us hold the place of the Apostles ; the 
depression of the Bishops below their dignity is utterly perfidious;"* 
whereby he evidently proves that he himself believed Episcopacy to 
be of Apostolical origin; he writes to Bishops, as the Successors of 
the Apostles ;"t in his letter to Nepotian, ne writes, "be thou 
subject unto thy Bishop, and receive him as the Father of thy 
soul;"}: in one of his Epistles he considers the law of Moses an 
argument sufficient upon which to gronnd the authority of Episcopacy; 
"to the end that we may understand," says he, "Apostolical 
Traditions to have been taken from the Old Testament; that which 
Aaron, and his sons, and the Levites, were in the Temple, Bishops, 
and Presbyters, and Deacons, may lawfully challenge to them- 
selves;'^ finally, writing against the Luciferians, he says, "the 
very safety of the Church depends on the dignity of the Chief 
Priest, (or Bishop,) to whom, unless men grant an exceedingly 
great and an eminent power, there will arise in Churches even as 
many Schisms as there are persons who have authority.' '|| It is, 
therefore, by no means evident either from St. Jerome, or any other 
ancient author, that the Primitive Church was governed Congre- 
gationally, and not Episcopally. But although Arius was a notorious 
heretic, we will suppose him (for the mere sake of argument) to 
have been strictly Orthodox in his religious opinions, and for that 
reason, and that only, to be worthy of credit in his opposition to 
Diocesan Episcopacy; we will even suppose him to have been 
perfectly disinterested in the part which he acted, that it was not; 
his wish to be made a Bishop, and, therefore, not having been 
disappointed at the nomination of Eustathius to that dignity, he 
did not oppose Episcopacy from a mere spirit of envy and revenge, 
but from conscientious objections to that Form of Church Polity 
as a human innovation upon the Presbyterianism of the Apostles ; 
we will also suppose (for the sake of argument) that Jerome has 
not only not written one line in favour of Episcopacy, (although 
we are assured that he has written many hundred,) but that he has 
even written volumes against it; but supposing all this, still it 
must not be forgotten that Arius lived not until moi$ than two 
Hundred, and Jerome not until more than three hundred years after 
the Apostles ; i ^therefore, it can be proved that the Co-partners and 
immediate Successors of the Apostles were of a different opinion 
on this important subject, and were advocates for Diocesan, 

* Bieron. Ep. ad Mare. adv. Mont + Hferon. Ejx 81. t Hieron. Ep» ad Mepofe 
% Hiaroa Bp. 85. 4JHlar.Ep.adr.Ludf. 
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Episcopacy, because they were present witnesses, and could, for 
that reason, tell what the Apostles did who were next before them 
much better than either Arius, or Jerome, therefore, all that Arius 
and Jerome have said must go fur nothing ; because one contemporary 
With the Apostles is rather to be believed iu his report of the 
Government of the Christian Church during the lives of the Apostles, 
with whom he was contemporary, than a thousand Ariuses and 
Jeromes, who lived so long after them ; for it stands to reason, 
that a man may see an object at the distance of a foot, much better 
than another can at a distance of a furlong, and that no one can 
tell a man's way or pace better than he who follows him close at 
his heels. Because, therefore, the immediate Successors of the 
Apostles wrote from their own certain knowledge, it is evident that 
their opinion, whatever it may have been, was a perfect commentary 
upon the practice of the Apostles. It remains, therefore, for us 
to inquire, who were the immediate Successors of the Apostles ; it 
is very evident that neither Arius nor Jerome were, because the 
former was not born until two centuries, and the latter until nearly 
three centuries after the death of the oldest of the Apostles. Of 
timothy and Titus, consecrated by St. Paul, Bishops of Ephesus 
and Crete, and, therefore, co-partners and Successors of the 
Apostles, sufficient has already been said;* we may, therefore, 
look upon Clement and Ignatius, and the framers of the '• Apostolical 
Canons," (supposing them not to have been composed by the 
Apostles themselves,) to be the immediate Successors of the holy 
Apostles. Now with respect to St. Clement, he was without doubt 
a co-partner and familiar friend of the two chief Apostles, St. Peter 
and St. Paul, the latter having honourably mentioned him in his 
Epistle to the Philippians, as one of his " Fellow-labourers, whose 
names are in the book of lifc,"t and the former (as Theodoret 
informs us) having been buried by him : indeed Clement Alexandrinus 
considers him to have been an Apostle, and of so great reputation 
iti the Church, that (as St. Jerome assures us) he was by many 
believed to be the writer of the Epistle to the Hebrews, from the 
great similarity of his style. St. Ignatius also lived in the days of 
the Apostles, he conversed with them, was instructed, and ordained 
by them; indeed as he was martyred at a very advanced age 
(according to Baronius) in the eleventh year of Trajan, we have 
every reason to believe that he saw Christ in the flesh. Those who 
penned the ancient Canons, styled the "Canons (tZ>* *etylm x«< 
mnnrkftm v Airorfo£r) of the holy and most venerable Apostles," if 
not the Apostles themselves, were nevertheless living near the age 
of the Apostles, and may on that account be considered as among 
their immediate Successors. All of these (viz. Clement, Ignatius, 
and the authors of the "Apostolical Canons,") must be allowed to 

have been thoroughly acquainted with the Government of the Church 

- ■ ii ■— — ■ 

* Page ISO and 121. f Phil. iv. 3. 
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of Christ in the Apostles' time, and in their own time* and yel all of 
them explicitly and unequivocally' uphold the ^diritie right df- 
Diocesan Episcopacy.* The first of them, St. Clement* in/ his 

— r— . ...... , ■ . . - P-p| . ■ i ■ .- 

* It 18 a very general practice with those who are reduced to difficulties by any unquestionable 
facts which they cannot deny, to reject the writings which contain those facts as spnriofts. 
For many years this disposition to scepticism and hrfHtacpeduUfr (wfajtb/wh»W rasrie&tft t* 
fullest extent would go far to doubt the existence of a Simrijme Bje^wr^. was ronfoiedJjp^ho 
Beet of Socinians, whose rejection of the Hoty Trinity naturally InclTnea thjem to doubt tt* 
authenticity et those -parts of the New Testament which etifon-Mtt^idActriaie^eSDeHaHy 
Matt, chap i. and ii;.JVfark, chap. 16. verses 9 tp 20; huh?) cftap^ Vt and i^ also **tifii 
xxil. 43. and xxiii. 13; John, ili. 13. v. <f and chap, viii. verses 1 to U ; Acts, viii. 37. and 
Ix. 5. 6; the whole Epistle to the Hebrews,' and 'that of St. Jiitae. Tiife"sp4Ht or scepticism, 
lias, however, latterlyaxteixted' itself to<our more Prtho#ox D(s**nUn§r'RtPthren, many of 
-whom (whose learning and piety ought, me sterns, to have.fpujjdit th^m.hetter, p$$pg i yvfa& 
a door they open for abuse 1>y so doing to all Infidels,) anxious to etfade the natural conclusion 
in favour of Episcopacy so manifest in the writings of St. Clehlem antf SfcJ Ignatius, haVo 
ventured to assert.. against, the opinions of • the, he*t» aad |wy»st- o€ me*:4uriQgfceventrf& 
preceding centuries, that their Epistles are spurious, the fabrk-atiqns of mot^ tao^ern wxifatyft, 
although imposVd upon roankiiia" as the compositions of those Fathers. I.'.neea not 
hint that mere assertions unaccompanied with ^roofii danttot fcare the tared ofargtimelife. 
•If the^e Epistles were not written by the.Fa^he^s.wh/ope^ aa^s theyf feqavfty nvhppu mhp% 
and why were they written? To say nothing of the .fact that .we ha^e as much reason to 
believe them the compositions ofciement'and IgWds; as* We 1 have' td iMiVe ttie'Msforiei 
-which bear the names of Xetonhon, Eivy, hn# jTmilTO fcdeBrjtfwen written byTlios«Vt«i«ioVa, 
tjieir authenticity can be satisfactorily proved.^,. one, of r the arguments, ,whjch jadaqensto 
suppose the books of the New Testament to have been written by the perspns to whom they 
are attributed. I mean, that a chain of ChrisOiUiiAutliors have n*rtde'ailusiort to several 
passages in these very Epistles, and have mpp tipped CJpmqaft and Ignatius a*. th«ir- Anthem. 



who calls it " valde utilem," afidassufesf us &at \i was p^Mfcly^eai, Asatitfhebtici in all W* 
Primitive Churches, and that in /its. character, lit very. closely; resettled the Epistye! «*i **• 
Hebrews. The same may be said of the Epistles of St. Ignatius to theTrajlesians, J^agnesian?, 
Fhiladelphians, Ephe^ans, and Romans, and to P61yca?p7 AsVorthe '^Apostolical Canons,** 
we are informed by FrigwitllcBus in his " Palffifti Christianer thltJv|eiTmahy'«'* ; theA>#e* 
transferred into, approved of, and cited by theCouncila 9f Nice aqd l An^ch^ wtth, the ,vwdrj 
appellation of " Apostolical ;" the Councils of Constantinople, Enhesus, ChalcedoD-Qrlf ass, 
and Cabilon, subsequently did the same ; they are also cited as "'Apostolical** 1>y Eusebius, 
Socrates, Theodoret, and Sosomen. If, then, all antiquity declares that they wwe written, 
by Clement, Ignatius, &c we ought to allege good reasons fqrdoubtuigtthajt ChjmeB^fnd 
Ignatius were the real Authors of them. Even supposing them to be forgeries, we are at a 
loss to conceive what object, or motive coald have induced any orfb to fabricate them '; it 
could answer no reasonable end but those of Priestcraft or Amb^eA* end^ believe we; way 
aafely acquit our good friends in Italy of any attempt of this nature, at^ least, spfaijaa 
Clement, Ignatius, and the Apostolical Canons are concerned; for there is* nothing about 
the "Roman Catholic Chnrch," nor about '* Universal Bishops." in airy one ortKeYfi^ 
indeed Frigwilloeus informs us, that AureHus, Bishop of Carthage, made use dTthe'm as 
" Apostolical Canons,;' as the Test whereby to examine the decrees of the^ope g^RrwV ; 
and that by these same Canons, the African Bishops repelled the tyrannical usuiyation of 
that Pontiff; on which account, we read subsequently'fchat ?ojie Gfelasius finding nearly 
one-half of thenv (that is, th^y^e/jOa^o* eJghty^fiveVaflfee* j^J^areinanFp«^cte4lhek| 
whilst, on the other hand. Calvin (wJiQseJProtestantism was never,4qubted) detfapedjhat 
these Canons, if not Apostolical, were nevertheless (" valde antiqut Testes moris Ecclesiw,'* 
&e. Lib. iv. Instit c 4.) "exceedingly ancient Testimonies of the Practice Of the ctiufch ;*• 
andChamior, and many other ingenious Presbyterians, have been *f the same opmTon* I 
may, perhaps, be permitted to add, that I think it unworthy of our Dissenting Brethren to 
resort to insinuations, which never have, and never can be proved; as we have much greater 
reason to believe that Clement and Ignatius are the Authors of the Epistles attributed to 
them, than that St Paul wrote thjs Epistle to the Hebrews, .• 
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Episttevt* the'Coritythiftns, Write*, "Our Apostles knew by our 
Lord Jesus Christ, that there would be contention abont the name 
rf Episcopacy 1 therefore, on account of this very reason, they, 
having received fore-knowledge, appointed the aforesaid (Orders of 
Bishop, Presbyter >,and Deacon,) and gave a designed list of 
4Dffiee9?'th»t"when they «hotfld 'sleep (in their graves,) others, who 
'^^j^^^'Pf^Mfi ra/eji, hvigtVt sqqc,eed in their Charge and Service."* 
5t^ ^ecwjdJVl art yx whom I have mentioned as a co-partner and 
*c«e«s^r of 1 the» ,: ho)y h Apostles , ;iS' St. Ignatius, who in his Epistle 
t# [the TriJ|e$j^ns, writes, "Be subject to your Bishop as to the 
}Lord 9 for' he -watches for your souls 5 therefore it is necessary, 
^hatstJever'te; d6, that ye 'do nothing without your Bishop; and 
be subject io the Presbyters, as to the Apostles of Jesus Christ "f 
&«* / The distinction^ therefore, which this martyred Saint makes 
between Bishops and Presbyters; requiring obedience to the former 
as to Christ himself, and to the latter as to the Apostles only ; is 
eqtral 1 to the difference between the respect which we owe to God, 
land, that which is due "to. Maul Again, St. Ignatius writes, "The 
Mishep -bears the resemblance of God, the Father of all things ; 
the Pvesbffter* afe as the council of God, and the bench of the 
Apostles of Chris*.'' J, Nor/ does .he mean superiority of rank only, 
bttt'rtlso v$ power; because 1 in the tery same Epistle he writes, 

* For* What U to, Bishop, bu|t oue who is superior to all Principality 
and P^ovyer; ai^cl, as t&r as a raau'a power may extend, made an 
joiitajor, of the Christ of God? And what are the Presbytery, but 

* holy Ooitfpatfy, the Co tfn sell era and Assessors of the Bishop 1 
Arid what .the Jieavons* but the imitators of the Angelical Powers, 
which, .gave bim pure and uublameable attendance ?"§ Here are 
ttwe'tfiSrinetOrdfers merit ioned^with a elear and constant Superiority 
df 'jBfsfilpps .ab'cjve, presbyters , with no less difference than between 
kPruKjeandhiftCoUitci], a»d Above Deacons no less than between 
^PrtnfejB tfnd-'hts Attendants. Jttil his Epistle to the Magneaians 
the, same Ignatius writes* «• The Bishop presiding in the place of 
€tod>? youf Prespytefs in the /place of the Council of the Apostles, 
Jftfff x $f>i\iDeppohs most acceptable to me, having been faithfully 

* mo,iAlwr©Xo/: iftw* .tytmaw hu ru Kt/^m vtfAuv Iyer* Xptfti, art egts fa** 
'\*V#X/Vciem. Eo. adCorintfu ... 

i^^m^^fA^J'btixyxoiiov ot/v spv, foafrig itoihn, otiiv rtt Ewi<ntovti (jwtiif 
• !^u? T *^' '$*?* . *M* - iwoTawro-so-fii , x«i ry vrgte-ftvTBgif, us AvoroXots 
I hKTM&QW." Epfot ad Trail p. 4. Ed. VedeHl 

£ **&tifihtoiF6i r3 TTatrgl's ruv o\uv rovos xmoi^yit, o* is TIgto'PvTtgot, u* 
'.< &W$&M ©*?> HCti { av*$iaiMi$ ' ATroroKuv, Xf /$*«." Epist. ad Trail, p. 5. Ed. Vedelil* 

§ "Ti yx§ *•$■'» 'Eqrto'KQVfc, x. f\ 'U.** Eptat. ad Trail, p. 5. Ed. Vedelii, 
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entrusted with the Deaconship of Jesus Christ :"* and elsewhere, 
" As the Lord did nothing without his Father, for He said, ' I ean 
do nothing of myself;* so neither may yon do any thing without 
your Bishop; neither Presbyter, nor Deacon, nor Layman: aor 
let any thing appear proper for you to do, without his judgment; 
fur such is unlawful, and enmity to God."*f In Ms 'Epistle to tbte 
Philadelphians he writes, " It is hard to reject the preaching of 
the Apostles. The Priests are good, and the Deacons of thfe 
Word ; but the Chief Priest (or Bishop) is better, who is entrusted 
with the Holy of Holies, who alone is entrusted with the secrets of 
God."J In his Epistle to Polycarp, he requires that no man should 
so much as marry without the Bishop's consent,§ and adds, " Let 
all things be done to the honour of God: give regard to your 
Bishop, as God to you : I would give my soul for their's who obey 
their Bishop, Presbyters, and Deacons"\\ We will now leare 
St. Ignatius for the "Apostolical Canons," which as they constitute 
most authentic testimonies of the Government of the Christian' 
Church in the earliest ages, so they decidedly uphold Diocesan 
Episcopacy, and its triple imparity of Clergy. In these Canon* 
there is not only an actual distinction between the Bishop, 
Presbyter, and Deacon, acknowledged in every Chapter, but there 
is a frequent and unequivocal admission of a jurisdiction and power 
in the Bishop over the two inferior Orders. Thus it is enjoined, 
'• If any Presbyter, or Deacon, leaving his division (or parish) 
shall go to another; and without the permission of his Bishop 
remain in another parish, we forbid him *any longer to minister; 
especially, if when his Bishop call him back, he refuse to return, 
continuing still perverse ;"f and elsewhere, "Let the Presbyters 

and Deacons do nothing but what is approved of, and permitted \bj 

— ' — i , ■ ■ » 

* " TJeoitxbniJLitn& tS 'Ett/o-xovS Its two* $«S, xai rm Hft<j:@vTeeM «f 

ToVo* Ivni^ia ran AiroroXco*, xou rut Atcntcovw*, rm epoi yXuja/ro.r^tVf. 

TFeWirevfJMOJV dtxxovt'av 'iuafi Xf *fS.'* Epfct ad Magnes. p. 54. Ed. Vedelii, ., . • , 
+ " Clause o Kvetos mv tS IT«Tfo? w$l* votu. Ov StHHZfiat y£g» tyn&ir.W'ft* 

am Ii*mvth ot^iV ovra> xat vfjuiis civev tS 'Bvioiwvh, fjwdt U^ea^urteosj jt$ 

Aiaxons, (a#i AaiKOS^—fji.r^e n Qaivso-Qw tfuv ivkoyov, v&{* tuv uci^H t^/av* 

To yue roiwrov TiacgavofAW xai ®*3 c£0£ov." Epist ad Magnes. p. 25. 3d. yedfUfc 
J <r 2xA*?£oy to *§tTstv to xvevypot rm 'Aworokui. KaXot fxit «i 'lt£«j*> 

xai ol tS Koyn Atcixovot' xgalaa'cM Vt Agxisgivs, 4 irtmrstif&iiQS ra- *Ay*<* 

vuv * Ay im, os pons variswrau nrot xgvisra, t5 ®*&" Epiat ad PthUadelpfc 

p. 102. Ed..Vedelii. 
§ "Ilgimt o*e rots yayMo-t xai raits yotfjukeaus, fctra ypuyms tS 'Eir/<CTcffr« 

TV* tvua-iy woteio-Q&i, tva o yocy^os n x»r» Kvgiov, xai /xi xar* 67FiQv{uav» 9 

Ep. ad Polycarp. 
I| "Tlavra sis ripw @«3 ym<rQa>, Tu 'Eirtcrxowy nt^oari^in, ua xai o 

&sos vfA-Tv : avrt^vyp* lyw rwv vitoradcofxivuv, 'Eittaxwu, Tlgeo-fivrigtf, 

AtaxototS. Epist. ad Polycarp. p. 208. Ed. Vedelii. 
H "E/ ns Xleurfivrtgos, X.T.A." Can, xy. See also Can. xxxii. xxxiii. xxxy. & xxxix. 
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-their Bishop; for the people of God are committed to him, and an 
account must be required of him for their souls."* These Canons 
also enjoin the power of a Bishop over his Clergy ; a power of 
appointing them to general Charges, and of deposing and sequestering 
them, upon just demerits, from those Charges; of overseeing, and 
regulating their condact, and of managing all Ecclesiastical matters. 
Thus it is certain that the writings of St. Clement, St. Ignatius, 
and the "Apostolical Canons,' 1 most decidedly favour Diocesan 
Mlpiscopacy, as the Form of Church Government in the very earliest 
ages of Christianity. Now, although it was my. original intention 
to have confined myself to these early Writers, all of whom lived 
and died within a century after Our Saviour's crucifixion, 1 cannot 
forbear to notice a few other proofs of the Superiority of Bishops 
over Presbyters and Beacons from several arguments drawn from 
Antiquity. First, all Antiquity makes Bishops the Successors of 
the Apostles, of which we have the testimonies of Irenoeus, Tertullian, 
Cyprian, Basil, Theodoret, Jerome, Ambrose, Augustine, Sidonius, 
and others. Secondly, Titles of Superiority and Jurisdiction are 
given by all Antiquity to Bishops above Presbyters and Deacons. 
St. Ignatius calls them " dex°*l* s " (Rulers); St. Ambrose calls 
them" Principes Saeerdotum," (the Princes of Priests) ;t Dionysius 
calls them the same with Uf*fx ot > ( or Chief Priests) ;{ Epiphanius 
calls them " an Order generative of other Fathers ;"§ Bishops have 
an "at&crluay" given them, by the Council of Carthage ;|| St. Jerome 
ealte them " a more exalted degree ;"H the Council of Constantinople 
calls them " vperfci* riy&s\" the Council of Sardica calls them 
M Eminence of Oversight ;"** Sidonius Apolliiiarius calls their Dignity 
"an Incomparably eminent Apostleship."tt Thirdly, in all the 
passages of the Fathers and Councils, the Presbyters are called 
"the Bishop's Presbyters;" because the Presbyters were, as it 
were, of the family of the Bishop, and lived upon those distributions, 
which were laid down, as first at the feet of the Apostles, so 
afterwards at their feet; until the division of several parishes 
enfeoffed them in a settled maintenance from their peculiar Charges. 
Thus we find that Ariiis was Bishop Alexander's Presbyter; that 
Petras, Irenoeus, Timotheus, and Macarius, were Bishop Atnanasius's 
Presbyters; the deputies of Sylvester, in the Council of Nice, 
were his Presbyters ; &c. Fourthly, the several acts which were 
appropriated to the Bishops alone, by the universal consent of all 
Antiquity, do more than sufficiently evince their acknowledged 
superiority. Imposition of hands fur Confirmation and Ordination 
were ever confined to Bishops, particularly the latter, which was 
eo universally both granted to, and practised by Bishops only, that 

# Can: xl. f Ambros. in Ephes. iv. Idea. Optatus. lib. i. contra Parmen. 

t Hierarch. Eocles. o. 5. 

S " Ylarigw ytmrtxv) T»!>ts" Epiphan. in Hares. 75. 

II Gone. Oarthagvc* 68. f Hieron. in Ead. be. 17. ** Cone. Sardic. c* 10. 

■H-. Sidea. April. I yl Bp. 4. 
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«-flW,fW^J n ^^ttMBrtrfliAil*l»ltyAr en iwfence of ariy 
regular performance to the contrary. Ilia powet -<rf Ordinatwn 
was originally and principally in the LStshop, aitbongh, by a Council 
of Carlhage, Presbyters together with i he Bishop imposed his hands 
upon the Ordained, like our Saviour's,! saying! to His Apostles, 
*• With me ye shall sit, and judge the &welre-iU\be*Qfihir**\," yet 
to Him it belonged to judge the wotfej, ,an«l to/Hun all judgment 
is given; or as in the Church of Ei^lan^o&teh^'ltrsulay tfa*ir 
hands with the Bishop in the Ordinal ionirof,,* Prfeftbytteiv *and »y!et 
no piic can conclude from this that ao#\bu£,liM#^fr may^hriain. 
Indeed no one can prove that a single yftratf^ar or ifctfOGftwas 
ever Ordained by Presbyters only, and this. Qrdroa/tion accounted . 
lawful in the Primitive Church, But, a£,Uj*s-pJain\thabthe power 
of Ordination was restricted to JBi$&op8>i#Q' it. is plainer (if it^can 
be possible) that the power of JurisdicUm was appropriated to 
Bishops, id the very first ages. We lva^e already seen that it was 
for a Timothy or Titus (as Bishops) to " receive acensationsagainst 
Presbyters," or to reject them, and iiot&r,aoe;I?resJ*yterifigakiSt 
another. It is the charge laid upon Presfeytejra, s \ff several ancient 
Councils, to do uuthing at all without the consent- of **he>Bishop,* 
in proof of which I have cited the testiiBortieatof $U Jgnsttios, and 
the Apostolical Canons; the holy inartyR\S& Cyprian' declares the 
same, the second Council of Carthage declares 4neea/n*e* the <Co*ncil 
ofUangra, and the Council of Autioclvde«la*e4helsaine.f It was 
in the Bishop's power to raise the Clergy fmrnjonedegwae to another, 
JJ°,f, t ct ?uld they refuse Jits designations:* tbeyriwerjsi not aiiowed to 
remove .from one Diocese to another, ^it-U^uV.fois ccttseitti^ndi* if 
they did, Ihe Bishop had power to ffpc4liitheinp4n«yd^erelJnot 
allowed so much us io travel from one Piocefce toftncrtber^^witbcnifc 
his '-lteverendie," much less were tbop •> permit bed > rton (fi»( their 
residence there; or if they did, the i¥&, wn*> reversible ifc} the 
Diyccsau :i; the Bishop had also the p^«rti>fF>CBnsiirev/(«toiirhioto 
tbe .P ; u wer of jurisdiction chiefly €ou£isf«,i)v/a*i(} that ihotnimtyHi 
the EifcyrnmunicaUon of Laymen, bjmVialsje (inottte uConnebtion, 
Excommunication, and Deposition of Predbyters and peaxiods:"! tOf 
Correction, is evident from the Council o£iA^lha:$ ; of uEacwn- 
iri iunicat ion, as the Council of Sar i rriipa^ifeBtry>riT0ve«^[n8«f^ell 
as the .Councils of Ephesus,|] and ChaWdqn^f of Deposition), an 
appears from the ..Council of Autiochv**at<n«&cArin«<jwa8 depose* by 
Bishop Alexander, and Eutyehes, by 'WiMommnr^ tSlunb^f 
martyr St. Cyprian informs him, in ysj.dejebrated) Epistloitb 
BogatianUs,tt that he, being a J^ishop^^rJyiOw^.^ 

^ v\ v* * . vu v , jj.» ^ J ^ 8 iVop TTownhame's Defence, part iL chap. 5. > 

J Coo*. Aili^B.ifeiSi tdcf CdntUrtft^ ae«^i ^Cdnil^Agatli. & 2. de Epfseopij ' qui nr« 

| iConc Sftrdlr. c. 1 0. de 1 Clericorum ExcommuDicntionc , . J|_£one. Ephet. c 4, 
J Cone. Chalced. c. £3. , *# Cw.^nDiod^fti*. +f Cypr. lid. ilk ; Ep* t. 
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Clergy, migtrt, by the ttfcDiir of Episcopacy and the authority of 
bisvCfaftir^ceiisite'Stctowntuuiacy : and recommends him, if "the 
oTFendefc'iobstii&tely continue to resist his power, to exercise upon 
bin ^poteslatom h0t<OT«, M ! (the power of bis honour,) and either 
depose^ ^oriekcoaimunlcatc him: and the ancient Canon of the 
Apostles ^Hteh'-ffrfere to this particular, is recited and confirmed 
anriniflUfiefl' byliwd Kfttaiieil*, the one of Anlioch,* the other of 
CWdceton* aad^l&e fjilsUy approved of by the Fathers of the 
Ghrl8tiair0hrd«ih l f tffcd >the ancient' Council of Aoiioch elsewhere 
fodBtaBtfi'H'&ttft'Qlfety&Wtop have Authority over' hi a own See ,- 
both to ^O^^tt itAC^Ottlb^to the fear of God, which is before his 
•yes/ aod to lwi"»e ^roVitleVit care over the wtibte Country t which 
i*mntfer\hfodityy>*is'tL\Bo<%Q Ordain Presbyters and Beacons, and 
tongovttftin allt ittihigfr With' judgment." The Consecration also of 
holy Virgins apd Widewtf to the service of the Church was restricted 
U the Episcopal Qtdtn '• fifthly, another argument of the Bistiop's 
bighpffe+emifienoey raley find government over the inferior Orders 
efiGlergyjJisV tti*t tb^swetd of persecution struck particularly and 
always feti'tfce &isk#p,<itf at the fo?tftf; for the others, owing to 
tbeir lotfetidstater We*0 ttiaeh more secure, Thus we Mud, in the 
ease ef iSl.-CyrJrbiy, >tl»*«ti his Presbyters and 'Draco ja * 'remained 
Sife/whiteAibe^tbfWjBtt^?, was driven into exile; which circum* 
itajMte aIbo argwe* hU^miiunl authority and rule over (hem : "By 
tkese l letters. I bo4h< exhort and command yoii ( that ye, whose 
presence .is not envied a t^ nor so much beset with dangers, supply 
my trootiu, 1 doing 'these* 1 things which the exercise of religion 
seqnifies."$ -We 'flfeyueettchide, then, that the 'Universal Practice 
of ihe.ebptsliBnnCbikreh') immediately succeeding the age of the 
Apostles, ie entirety in > favour of Diocesan Episcopacy, that is, 
that itho immediate StKcejSBors of the Apostles did not vary from 
tbttt F^rnl of GhurchiGov^iimcnt which had been before established 
byotir Savour eod His i^oly Apostles, and which Form was {aa 
kas/becir already pnoved)$ Diocesato Episcopacy, Indeed, as all 
the Gfenktiftrc World at that time knew bow riacred\viis the Authority 
of>the holy Apostles, as <the Great Delegates of our blessed Saviour, 
howj infallible were their determinations, and undoubted were their 
irispbatiet^ /wej cdfcndtieuppose that their successors, living whilst 
the ,<ohi|rebr;\»<ds in fts* greatest purity, Would presume to vary ffutri 
ttotbow>(piiya3esfpenti/iiHiehi]ess in one of such importance "as the 
Sjfoitasib G©venfflfeeitfGofrithe Church. Hot it may probably be 
objeetBd^tbat>alth6tt|gbit'b4s been proved that the Apostles practised 
JMt>aesmJ$pismpde$jctii dues not necessarily follow that their 
im medi a t e Successor* should do the same ■; and, on the other hand, 
that although it lias been since proved Jtb at their immediate 
Successors didthe same, yet that is ua reason why tbeirpDedficeasors 
the Apostles should have eet them thee*ample. Let us suppose 

■ ■ ■ '* ? * ■ ■ -' •> • ■ • ■ ■•*•>• ■ ' '" r ''' ( - — , : '," — r: ' \ t , — • 

* Canrib Antiodi. L & 5. . f Con*. Atttfoch. sob Jolio. c. 9. «• Unusqulque Episcopal 
k*U«tpot«sUUmitt*r»raocJii«," &«, | Cypr, Ep. 99. V Quest, & 
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then, for the sake of argument, first, that' the ^jpoJ/fctf themaehrtfst 
practised Diocesan Episcopacy r bat that their Successors practised 
3 different Form of Church Polity ; and, secondly, vice versa, that 
the Successors of the Apostles practised Diocesan Episcopacy, hat 
that the Apostles themselves maintained a different Form of Church 
Government. But it will be found upon examination, that if we 
Suppose the Apostles alone to have maintained Diocesan Episcopacy* 
or on the other hand, if we suppose their immediate Successor* 
only to have maintained Diocesan Episcopacy, (both of which cases* 
have been proved) these are the antecedents of their consequents ? 
I mean, that if the Apostles maintained Diocesan Episcopacy, it 
must necessarily follow that their immediate Successors also* 
maintained Diocesan Episcopacy; and if, on the other hand, 
the immediate Successors of the Apostles maintained Diocesan 
Episcopacy, it necessarily follows that the Apostles themselves 
also maintained Diocesan Episcopacy. Now, first, we will assume 
that the Apostles themselves maintained Diocesan Episcopacy* 
(as was first proved,) but that their immediate Successors main* 
tained a different (be it Presbyterian o* Congregational) Form 
ef Church Polity. Now because the Apoetle, St. Paul, highly 
fommends the Corinthians that they "kept all the Ordinances as he 
delivered them to them,"* and threatens to reprimand those severely 
who would wilfully transgress those Ordinances, saying, " Will ye 
that I come to you with a radV'i therefore, we may believe that 
in the Primitive Church there was not a much greater evil than 
a wilful transgression of Apostolical Ordinances. But by the 
hypothesis, the Apostles had instituted and maintained; Diocesan 
Episcopacy aa the Form o£ Government for the Christian Church ;• 
Diocesan Episcopacy was, therefore, necessarily an Apostolical 
Ordinance, and 5 any one who altered that Form of Church Polity 
vas guilty of a wilful transgression of an Apostolical Ordinance. 
But the immediate Successors of the Apostles subverted Diocesan 
JSpiscopacy, and. substituted in its place a different Form of Church 
Polity, therefore, the immediate Successors of the Apostles were 
guilty of a wilful transgression of ApostoKeal Ordinances. But 
every one who at that early period was guilty of a wilful transgression 
ef Apostolical Ordinances, must have been a very wicked man, 
therefore, the immediate Successors of the Apostles must have 
been very wicked men. But; if the immediate Successors of the 
Apostles were vory wicked men, the Apostles must have admitted 
to the Sacred Office of Ministers of Christ many very wicked men. 
But' we may be assured that the Apostles admitted no wicked men 
to the Sacred Ministry, indeed they speak of them as of "fellow 
labourers, whose names are in the book of life,"} as " examples to 
*1I the believers in conversation, in charity, in spirit, in faith, and 
in purity, "§ moreover these sameSuccessors subsequently manifested 

♦ ICor.xi.*, flCor* JFWUy.3. 4 1 Tim. It. 12. 
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their piety to God and attachment to Religion, by undergoing every 
possible privation and torment until martyrdom terminated their 
sufferings; therefore, they were not wicked men, and consequently, 
they obeyed all the Apostolical Ordinances, of which, by the 
hypothesis, Diocesan Episcopacy was one, that is, they maintained 
Diocesan Episcopacy. We may conclude, therefore, that if the 
Apostles maintained Diocesan Episcopacy, it necessarily follows 
that their immediate Successors did so likewise. But, did the 
immediate Successors of the ApoBtlesm&intain Diocesan Episcopacy? 
The Apostles did the same. For, not only was St. James, Bishop 
of Jerusalem, St. Mark, Bishop of Alexandria, St. Peter, Bishop 
of Antioch, &c. but Simon Cleophas, a kinsman of our blessed 
Saviour, according to Eusebius,* and brother to Joseph, according 
to Hegesippus, had succeeded St. James in the See of Jerusalem, 
Evodins had succeeded St. Peter as Bishop of Antioch, and was 
himself succeeded by St. Ignatius, Timothy had been consecrated 
by St. Paul, Bishop of Ephesus, and was succeeded by Onesimus 
in that See, Titus had been consecrated by the same Apostle, 
Bishop of Crete or Candia, Linus had been consecrated by 
8t. Peter and St. Paul, Bishop of Rome, and Polycarp, by 
St. John, Bishop of Smyrna, t during the lives of the Apostles 
themselves, at all events during the life time of St. John; therefore, 
the Apostles lived to see Episcopacy established during their lives ; 
if, then, Episcopacy had been a mere human innovation, they would 
doubtless have countermanded it ; but we do not read any where 
that they have countermanded it ; therefore, Episcopacy was not a 
human innovation, that is, it was Apostolical, that is, it was divine. 
Again, because nothing of importance was transacted in the Church 
of Christ during the lives of the Apostles without their knowledge 
end consent, and that the appointment of these Bishops, whom I 
have mentioned, to their respective Dioceses, was a matter of great 
importance to the Church; therefore, the appointment of these 
Bishops to their respective Dioceses was not made without the 
knpwledge and consent of the Apostles, that is, it was made with 
their knowledge and consent, and, therefore, Diocesan Episcopacy 
was maintained by the Apostles* Again, according to our present 
hypothesis, the immediate Successors of the Apostles practised 
Diocesan Episcopacy, but their predecessors, the Apostles them- 
selves, practised a different Form of Ecclesiastical Polity ; but if 
the immediate Successors of the Apostles erected a different Form 
of Church Polity than what was practised by the Apostles them- 
selves, it could have been only because they mistook what was the 
Form practised by the Apostles, for (as has been already proved) 
they would not wilfully have altered that Form ; but, although 
particular Individuals, or even particular Churches may have 
mistaken the Forcn of Church Government practised by the Apostles, 

* Enseb. I. ill c. 11. 
t *' Sicat Smynworum Ecclesia habens Polycarpum a Joanne collocatum." Tert. de Prase 
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yet it is utterly impossible tUat tW wUote Cbujcck of Christ sbouU 
at once mistake that wbudi was; evea (if I way so, speak), in thejc 
own eye; therefore, the immediate Successors of the AposUes d\i 
not mistake the Form, of Church Polity practised by tbeir. prede- 
cessors, the Apostles; l>ut if in practising Diggcs&a Episcopacy 
they did not mistake, bitf were correct in supposing it to have 
becu the Apostolical Fow of Church Polity, thejefoce, Diocesan 
Episcopacy was. the Apostolical F(«^o{Ckurch l tiQvekni^ent J a&d 
the Apostles maintained; jQioctwn ffpiseopacy, , £gain« b$caiu£ei 
the immediate Successors of tl*e Ajuistles would not pa^ve dare^tp 
alter the. Form of Church Govcruaa^i^ practised fey the* $%Q$fiop % 
therefore, whatever Form of Church Gove«nwept the immediatp 
Successors of the Apostles maintained, it jwust have beeu the. s$mja 
with that practised by the Apostles themselves; but* by il\Q 
Hypothesis, the immediate Successors of the ^ppstfes imiyersaUg 
practised Diocesan Episcopacy, therefore, the AposUes. themselves 
puaotised Diocesan Episcopacy*, Again, i£ the, immediate: Successors 
of the Apostles had in,trod**ced a, new Form of Church \po}ity, 
different from that maintajne*! by the Apostles who preceded them* 
it wQuld have been impossible foj; them in so short a sjiac^ of tia^e 
lo have diffused it thtovgh the whole Christian World), but, p« 
. the hypothesis, Uiocesaa.Episcopacy was. at that early period diffused 
through the whole Christian World ; therefore, Diocesan Episcopacy 
was not a new Form of Church Government, nor different from that 
maintained by the Apostles themselves;, that is, it was thes.am^ as 
that maintained, by the Apostles, and therefore^ the Apostles main* 
tained Diocesan Episcopacy. Again, if Diocesan Episcopate^ were 
not a Divine, or at least, an Apostolical Ipstitution, the introduction 
of it into the Christian Church by the immediate Suecesdor^ofi the 
Apostles was a manifest usurpation upon the Tights\ and. privileges 
of all Presbyters, necessarily degrading, theia from a jfovtf to a 
second rank in the Christian Ministry; and therefore, at, its first 
introduction, many (if not all) contemporary Presbyters, . would 
have been urged by the feelings of oar common nature to remonstrate 
against such an usurpation; but for a period of two, b«udre.d years* 
after its introduction (supposing the Apostles to have been Presby- 
terians or Caugnega^najists^ not ej;e» gne, .singie Preshytarsa 
mock as breathed a, syllable against Diocesan Bpiscona^y ; thqre'fofe, 
Diocesan Episcopacy was no innovation, upon the Church JPoiity of 
the Apostles, that, is, the Church Polity of the Apostles] was 
Diocesan Episcopacy. Finally, (for although easy, it fcaeyetf Jieless 
both tedious and unnecessary to multiply arguments u,pan tfi^ 
6ttbject,) because that which is universally, adopted*, must, either 
have' some force in itself to command adoption,, or else must 
he imposed by some overruling Authority, therefore, Djocesaa 
Episcopacy having been, by the hypothesis, universally adopted b$ 

4 The heretic Ariua died A. D, 336, aad St Jerome A. D. 429. 
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tte immediate Successors of tm> Apostles, it must either have had 
some force in itself to Command adoption, or else mnst have been 
Imposed by some overriding Authority; but, (as no cause can work 
beyond its own sphere, liar tan any private power exceed its own 
torn pass, therefore) nothing, in each a case, can be considered an 
overruling 'Authority, excepting that of the Apostles, or of somte 
Oeneral Council, which may authoritatively diffuse it through the 
tohofe World: bat no General Council has ever decreed the 
observance of a particular Form of Church Government, or even so 
much as hinted at the primary introduction of Diocesan Episcopacy, 
or at its retention aft a doubtful matter ? therefore, the Universal 
{not adoption only, bat) retention of MH^esan Episcopacy can 
have proceeded only from the^osffe* themselves; as St. Augustine 
observes, "that which the Universal Church maintains, and which 
iias not been ordained by any Council, bnt has been always retained 
in the Church, is most truly believed to be delivered by no other 
than Apostolical Authority*'** We may, therefore, conclude that 
not only was Diocesan Episcopacy instituted by odr Saviour, and 
practised by His Apostles, but thas it was universally maintained 
in the Primitive Church for several succeeding centuries 



Obj.— " This Antkhristian Form of Church Government 
6y Diocesan Bishops was first introduced into this, as 
indeed into alt other Countries, by a Roman Pope ; and 
. is manifestly in itself so injurious to piety and religion, 
. that it ought to have been rejected by the Reformers of 
the Church vf England at the Reformation, as it was 
not only generally ou tlte Continent by all sincere 
Protestants, hut even in the northern pari of this very 
Island: 9 

' ; Q. 24.— JFfc* Diocesan Episcopacy first introduced Mo England 
% d Roman Pope 1 

" There is very great, and sufficient evidence, bailt on the testimony 
of ancient and credible' writers, with a concurrent probability of 
circumstances, that there was a Christian Church planted ia Britain 
during the Apostles' times. Eusebiusj a learned and inquisitive 
Writer, affirms, that some of the Apostles preached the Gospel in 
the British islands, t Theodoret, another learned and judicious 
'nlsWian, expressly natnes the Britons among those nations which 
Were converted by the Apostles ; and informs as elsewhere, that 
* St. Paul brought Salvation into the Islands that lie in the Ocean." J 
St. Jerome testifies that St. Paul, after his imprisonment, preached 

* "Qnod Univena," && Aag. tfdr. Donwtiak 
t Euwb. Eraog. Demons, lib. 3. c, 7. Tom. I t Psalm cxy! 
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ufeW ^i^M^^tm^^d^ ae > fcilfr a^a* >by itoe ttfttorikf. 
of'CWtteHS'RoitiA^nW 5 <l#fcfc -*dy8« J tftafr <^®tf >Patff pwa&hed'i 
RlgTrteoasnefes tfhtdtfgh th^iHi^'w^ld, ainUi* ab doinff tie ire*<* 

to the utmost hounds of the tVest/'t which necessarily include* t 
the British Islands, as will be readily believed by those who are > 
aware how the phrase, " the utmost bounds of the West/' was used ? 
l>y the Historians and Poets of those times- Now nothrpg can be [ 
more certain than that these Christians in Britain were governed 
by Bishops, because we have undoubted historical authority of the ' 
existence of Bishops in this Country in the time of King Lucius, \ 
A. D. 150, and of their undisturbed continuance here until the 
arrival of the Saxon B, by whom Paganism being every where else ► 
re-established, only one part of this island, (to which the ancient and > 
natural inhabitants, the Britons, were driven) constantly retained ' 
the Christian Faith, together with the same Episcopal Form of' 
Spiritual Government, which they had before received. In tha i 
Histories and Records of the Church wc find very ancient mention r 
made of our own Bishops: Eborns, Bishop of York; Restitus, '': 
Bishop of London, and Adelfiiis, Bishop of Lincoln, were present * 
at the Council of Adefc, A. D. St4 ; at the Council of Anminum, : 
about the year 359, Britain had three other Bishops present ; at : 
the arrival of Augustine the Monk, whom Pope Gregory sent hither 
to reclaim the Saxons from Paganism about the year 596, he band ' 
the Britons observers of the self same Government by Bishops over 
the rest of the Clergy ; and under this Episcopal form; Christianity 
took root again, where it had been exiled. From this it is evident 
-that before the Church of Rome had any Patriarchal jurisdiction 
over the British Churches, Episcopacy was observed in 'the Church 
of England. But even if the contrary could be proven 1 , it is very 
certain that Diocesm Episcopacy is not a Rmnisk tenet; because 
the two Essential principles of Ilifwestm Episcopacy are, first, that 
tfie Bishop and Presbyter constitute two distinct Orders, the fonrieV 
superior to the latter; and, secondly, that all Bishvps are e$u4$ 
both in Order and Jurisdiction ; and both these are believed by the 
Church of England to he by divide Institution, and according to 
the Practice of the Primitive Church. But with respect to the first 
of theso two principles the Church of Rome coincides with our 
Dissenting Brethren, and (as we have already proved) witUthc 
heretic Arms, for she makes the Bishop and the Presbyt&r [%p^ 
Priest) hut one and the same Order, that she might tlio more 
effectually degrade the dignity of the former; and, therefore, when . 
certain Bishops at tha, Reformation assorted the divine ri^ht of . 
Episcopacy wse-read ^ tbabLalnezv t the, -General rof thi ( Jje^&f^SS^T 
thrWndtei'Poriisli €<rart t^rtyy^^fce^witb^wit rttem&iee agaftwit * 
it, anc* Openly, faw$ .that any Bisjmp, (l^e^ig bi^a j^tffayityb 
* Hieroo. in Amos, c 5. f Epiat. ad Corinth. 
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oughMP imr.e^tty, E«p)a^a>ipal JujhjdicUon, ^xcaptiqgi the fV>p^ 
of JLme, (o wihoi^^aU Eociesfestical J uri$4ictiQA wholly ^aolely 
belonged* Ttto Church or Rome has adopted this, notion because 
Saw«eo«fprfas and regulates ail her opinions to the Mass: first, 
iaakiog all Ecclesiastical Power to have reference to the Body of 
Ghrist,, as Cardinal Bellarwine fully declares ;* then, every Priest 
ifctar Gommuuion bfifagaMe to make his own Maker, what possible 
I^^w* 8fy. P^piats, can be imagined to be ubove that? The 
Bmtft&ter (or/Pri^) *l*erefora* consecxatingas well as the Bishop, 
tbfi jOrjder, ip ttow o#iniow, upon. this ground can be but one. But, 
aejoandlj, Jififcouly are the Bishop aud Presbyter but en* Order in 
tbfljCburoh oCRotue* but bar Bishop* are not ippa/ in Order and 
J&fodhtWQ,, fox. tW P^pe of Rome has deprived them of that 
eftwJttf&ifeyibM.Qwp *yrepnical esajtotion ; thus, Monica originally 
vtw#i&»pvm>. a»dt)i^p>i rba,iuris^ictio|\ of tha Bisfiop of tbj» 
DbawalvtWft.at, ftjjst was wvei; disputed, bnp w*ie% tbfflr grer 
iasfcleat an,* raptiQus» ,tba.fleftef aj Councjl of Cb#Jcedont (fecJjWHl 
tbfttf)we*ey,an4 oufh^Jto subject to Jtheir Bishops, as is the, caw 
ioeitllfe K*reeJfe.Oh«rch:.tA this 4ay.; and sewiaj Weato^n. Councils 
dMffiaoijtb^same); but' when the Order of the Benedictine* became 
riclfcAfta considerable, the Pope of JRome compelled the Bishops to 
rsnowwt their share of the revenues of the Abbey, (of which a 
fourth part bad always belonged to them,) and exempted^ Abbeys 
from $i\ Episcopal, visitations, and required all Bishops to resign 
tb*W ancient and lawful power over every Abbey to ibs Abbot; 
apd tfiese Exemption^ which at first included only the Monasteries, 
wjerejyftubsequeutjy. extended to. all tha. lands and Churches that 
belonged fee. the Abbeys ; of which some were exempted from the 
visitations of: the Archdeacons, and the Bishop's Vicars ; others 
fi^/tbeivisUatian, of the Bishop in person. But after the eighth 
caiitarcy,:tbe<e were larger aud greater privileges granted to the 
Wte*Jm the Popes gave many Abbots a right to a Staff and a 
MifaQiftA: declared then* f relates. To subject Episcopal authority 
WhoJljy to them*elyes, the Pope*, raised the dignity of these Abbots 
ej0ee^glybigb. rBy the Primitive Cenons,|| thrze Bishops were 
t^^ttCttfiPitlmCq^sefrationofaBishap.? the Popes, however, to 
di^o^iPpisc^naiau^o/HyA introduce^ a.<CH&f)Qra of allowing fwg 
MMreoWAM* to assist <w&, Bishop in these Consecrations, which 
i%actopjrl^dged bo^h by Bioiqs,§ and. Cardinal Bellarmine.ll and 
tate) ptivilfcge* ^dflejd,to the us* of the, 31 if re and Staff, and the 
titfeupf, JJreMe* m^fid Abbots &* an equality, rcith the Bishops* 
N*Wy<>{igiHatfy» all Abbots were but Laymen, but it was afterwardb 



ft. de iSaqr/tfrdlfc lib. i. e. 9. f fap. 4. Con. Ag&tb. eati. &. 38. Cart. Anfel. ran. Jfl. 
t ¥ttflBre« fettaffctieli Wa4 ma*>i* totou* of tb* Abbey tof St, Detaia, and was graated by t*e 
Ajtfbb^bpt qf Paris, the aepopA ta fayonr of the Abbey of Corbie, by fee Bfcbop of Amieiw, 

|| CafiTl! Apdtt Co*. Nfc. c*ri. *. e»ty. Adrel ctfn. tl. Anrel. S. can. 5. Cftrtb. 2. can. K. See 
Grat Dial 04. 4 Bin. in Can. i. Apott V BeUarm. deNotla Eccl lib. 4. cap. 8, 
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required tint they should be Priest*, and, although they were never 
liiglrerllmii Priests, and that it was never heard that Priests should 
ait ia (Ecumenical Councils, yet the Popes of Rome allowed them 
to ait there. Afterwards the Popes exempted the Mendicant Friars 
in the thirteenth century from Episcopal authority, allowing them 
to preach, hear confessions, and administer the Sacraments every 
-where; by whidh means the Episcopal Jurisdiction was quite 
overthrown, arid the Papacy rendered absolute. Td thfe itmst be 
added the fact> that all the original powers of 1 the Bishops' were 
greatly curtailed by the lopes'' assuming a Power to hear and judge 
nil causes originally ; by their removing fcH'ficclesiasfleal matters 
rot of the hands of>ihe Bpteeopal* Ordinaries, their bringing: the 
fcognrzanee ef them to Home, and their erechng' began tine courts 
in all'plncfef ;^eirfl<ho«e trial* Were taade. The Church of ^gland, 
therefore; eanfnotbe charged with having received her Efistopaby 
from the<Chwfch of Rome*, because she not only had !lf&hbps for 
nt least three hundred y$m* before that Chnrch interfered with 
Kngfand, but because that very Cborch ef Rome ha* e^rtetftts 
tttiriost endeavours; to overthrow Diocesan Episcopae^. ' ) ' ' I ' 1 •"• 

<>. *Lb**~A>ire our Dissenting^ Brethren justified in ' belieting 
Diocesan Episcopacy to be "injurious to piety and religion? 9 * 
l * Dioceian Episcopacy (even setting aside the consideration ot fte 
divine origin,) cannot b* irt itsielf injurious to piety and religfofo, 
beoause there ia great reason to believe that the princfyaKnteanVdf 
«oritinui»g the public eiterd^J of the true religion in this conntty 
is the institution dftWe ISpiseopaJ Order: It is true thdt onr WeMtte 
nay Appea*. to tbo&e Whoare ntiicqtiftinted with' tbx! iiaturd Wtid 
extent of their important -labours, to' todesft actively 'and ^fefhfliy 
«mployed than many of the' inferior Clergy k , butit musthrerec'otte'eted 
that it is in their ease is in aVShip^— he wbb fcifS tftrtlie 5 iste^nfe 
quiet, and does not ttovfe, ^n which Actfotint he' seenis in^a Wtt'n'ir 
to-'do Mttle 6r- notMag',' eomiiared wJ«h those who tbif ih" ! W!tier 
tofcours, -ytet M ftidt that which? hte does Is -itt f vnln6 irirff«?t6lctfoVe 
than *11 the remakideT'pat together. • "In like iriantiei* many taeWsiBjfi 
«tad advantages '-resirit from the Episcopal Order ioW&NMfyh 
itself, ro Society, to I Adttidnal Christians, to'tlic Clergy theitf3#v$, 
^nd to the sfeered cataBc af Religion. : For, first, ! atf the IffdspMfy 
of e Wry Kingdom (and this in particular) depends 5 Chiefl/uMW l tnfe 
estimation ton A credit with which it is regarded by Foreign 1 Ntftftim*. 
»o ; its : femto and reputation mMst ftrise chiefly fr^m the Virtues ^tift 
irierits of those who are placed fei eminent stations, whose lives aVb 
seen at aigreater (distance, rather thari of ordinary IndrvidrnM 
whose obscurity prevents their actions (be they good or evH) from 
being kift>Wft< or inquired into, by any excepting their own immediate 
neighbours. # Now the Bishops, from their exalted stations, are 
necessarily more exposed to the eyes of Foreign Nations, and of 
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tteW^rld iu g^raj^ tha» tha «*1 o€ the Clergy^ or than the 
Ctejrgy tUeniBeLvics would ba*i£ all were e*|ual; ft them, tiwi learning 
and piety, ©f M> e Ptergy ia< general euaaraa.the favourable ftpiiiaa 
pfFafeigu, Nations, (of. which there can bo no doubt,) «witiiai«f 
th^! Clergy^ t,lve Biahona are wosi v exposed to the ejw of the Worlds 
(U^.,i^U^ipr, .Clergy being acjffie^yjknpwn beyond tfeeir respective 
PiQc^s&b} ^^feve, tjiq.teaw^g and pasty offche^Biatops lMHitf 
^oj^tiejsalty; jiettej kno^n n^d^lkon-ted by the World /than that 
of .t^ftpfcwr^ri^^iftv^bsgr^t^r; reputation; \titb >aiOttOBiqiWut 
filler PfMfmHk'teiWVw^ »p&* As. Nation .foim^FotHrigji 
Sjjtajtes.jhp jnean&of ^hc ,^wo^o/ Qrdtr, /than i a derived frun» tbc 
fe^^.tl)e,C)ergy» ^r wo*Jd be JfiMwa All thet fctetgju if; jail i«tre 
.^^^^^AO^ys.ii^^^^^ EpiseQpa0y>. jfnamuils tanftequeni; 
•fflPfT^ Q^Qrdw.ftnd Oogne^i ia iike afaod dUtrib*tedinte 
j^i^v.pf '^2^fe»4,y4u«^ and .^Qi p*od*$«» vwt® ofcc* b*th rati* 
a^j»{ej^^jt9,weu, of talent to enJer the Cbo*ch» ahd< as a.atiamlas 
j^lJ^^WUf ,*f tjiopa who . Ar^alneady ifc it,\,tlfcm when, divided 
inj^,^y^ s^es^ fte&jwoqpQl AkAsi ifi <fAiQt>m bedeftt to thte 
inferior Clergy >bepaijis$ ti>ey b*ye^ i« aotbonty overi tbem^ those 
^J?ft -W^vpf ^ejwwie profession^ society* .audxbody. wKktbemfielyeg, 
ana wty$ ba^$ trOd^en the same steps before thenu Jtfo* must it 
M fft r 0fl#£ B ^k a * M «* nx&fiu,t6eient,*kat if** liOcd ofi aHouaetiold 
ajyppipl £abow:era tp ibeii^ ^yeratemp Joyistientfl* .ujiJfas hejifeo art 
R^ 9^ €; WkMfc » flQW^c | PI* W#- iW<> w W<«ti t<* *» tbattljeyi perform i, their 
tas^, .so.nptbing . 9bqr.^ of the,jappoiatn>eat of a Piodeaaiii; .Biabop 
Ajjer. ,|ta jfil^gy M ^jn , sepure , traaq^illUy a^d subordination i among 
(In^n^W^ffV^ PfOCfla*a Biahep. n^esswily* enjojw «u<eb e^n* 
m^ing.jLDflu^o^eover >bis:Clergy„ that ,eyery ;Wor^hetuUep5 o>ay 
^j^^^^f^^g^ learning; and; .pitfy* and tfw* be reader*^ aa 
ia^^n^bl^b^a^ug io^eieJfy no* oqtyjbocajiee he* can exalte 1« 

t^^^snirH.of. Zealand .coH3^efatio« jn : **rery usefitlroeaenrie* 
fpnjng.in, fyis fl^n .pjera on, that iwwlrrf im^ajmong thetajtfhi&h 11 
nf^aa^.ta giYA.jtf^MMhe^ p*Qc*e4jnga, .btft becwtse.Ue <&* 
I tjt\ai bis , Clergy , bqtfi. preach and jdiaehargej: the**: various 
s^al^nt^s ^vitlx diligence, apd jfatthfutaeaa* $\xh4\y v MK4em 

^J^^t^saible, u$der any .Qtber JJpr*n of! Ch«Mf«h Govjernwunfe 
ej^^ l>«al^;lerifttt, of Congregational ; fou , tb¥ ifoninw^ wbfat 
l[^P/tb* .g^niraj- ^m^jrintena^qe.of, a' r^>reae Native A$8ewbl^, 
^.^l,./}'^;^!^ ;not.o.nly r nfftnfc-vig*w^ anfl dispatch b»t 
^' j^rpqtuaHy op^u, to tumult, .j^iaJtityy and iaaiQh ;- and tlte 
^n^gp(tipn«il ^ftrni; of. Polity, {under i wliifih ^ry, separate 
jgfiygrjpgatiqn, is a ,Sovaj;ejgn (Jbur^K anieaable, to »* extrinsic 
ju^^lictwn, And efttitledr *P «Q jnrts<to;tiOA qfw. oihef /ClMirohea,) 
ia evidently calculated, to destroy uj^oivxjo-operatioti, and concord 
an^cjDjjst CUriatiajw. x Eiuaily,. Dwcmw EpiecoptWj/n %n& tt? 
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consequent imparity of Orders and Degrees among the Cfergj% 
corresponds with the gradations of rank in civil life, and provides) 
for the edification of each rank, by stationing in each an Order 'of 
Clergy of their own class and quality. Thus the advice of the 
Bishops may effect more good in the higher circles of life, than the 
preaching and writings of the rest of the Clergy, or than of all the 
Clergy, if all were equal; not only because the Bishops have 
facilities for introducing religion among the superior ratofrs of Society, 
with peculiarly favourable-opportunities' of advocating the Doctri&s 
of Christianity, and promoting piety among them, but becansfe, 
from the high veneration attached to the Epistopal character, tfefeir 
advice and instruction will often be listened to with respectful 
attention by Royalty and Nobility, where the remonstrances of tHe 
inferior Clergy would be overlooked, or perhaps indignantly rejected 
Indeed it is very manifest that the exalted station of Bishops is 
much better calculated for the admonishing, cofinsel1ing,'eomforting, 
and reproving of the Sovereign than the inferior Clergy, because 
the Dignity of the former proportions them more to thfe Royal 
Dignity: thus we find that Joshua employed Eleazar; David, 
Abiathar; Constantiue, Hosius, Bishop of Corduba; and other 
Emperors, the chief and most dignified of their Clergy, as better 
qualified to counsel and rebuke them than inferior Ministers. We 
may, therefore, itifer that Diocesan Episcopacy is not only, not 
"injurious to piety and religion," but that piety and religion are 
promoted by that Form of Church Polity, ,\ » • 

Q. 26.— Was Diocesan Episcopacy generally tefecidd &n the 
Continent by all sincere Protestants, and also iti the Northern 
part of England? ' ' < » :•• * 

The leading Protestants Connected with the Continental frefctry- 
terian Churches at the periods alluded to by our Dissenting Brethren, 
were Calvin, Beza, Moulin, Bucer, Chamier, &c. Now if in charging 
these illustrious individuals with rejecting Diocesan Episcopacy, it 
is intended to be insinuated that they voluntarily and intentionally 
abolished that Form of Church Government because tlitey 'consicfeifea 
it a mere human Institution, I deny the charge altogether 1 ; 1 'afrtelse 
arid scandalous. It is very certain that Calvin (6s 1 willffrbte 
hereafter) would trever have forsaken Dioiecsan Episcb^afeyf'ifTle 
could have enjoyed it freely with the fall liberty Of professor the 
Reformed Religion; for it must not be forgotten that at the 
Reformation, when the blasphemous errors of the Doctrines of 
Popery began to be discovered by one side, and impetuously defended 
by the other, all those who opposed those errors were cruteliy 
persecuted, imprisoned, and burned to death. The Continental 
Presbyterians, therefore, not being permitted the exercise of the 
true Religion under those Church Governors whom they had, (viz. 
Popish Bishops,) and unable to get those whom they could have 
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i % P*tomWm*&fi UwVWfJwiwf Ow^fe* l^q^^ Project, 
>fttefg $an,[he*!Q don^t butj<fta,t Calvin, ano^Ahe. : city tf £ea,m 
^jWtddifnoat? gladly .have Tetajnfld ,hjs Episcopal «^yer f nineuji, ajid 
^paiW^ed^hepselves happyi, under, juch a, pwfcfjioii* it, dp, apt 
,t*I tfeja.fjRfreJjDbiBWis^l lhink.it uwpaaowMc, tfl ..suppose. *M 
^toft{^W*n<ff :tha 5 pity of Geneva, *wU.t*ra ejected b.\ppt <as K *n 
*$MWJ ^u» *U<jy wight bav&eujoyed as a^Pfr/rq*, agd atUJ leas 
<£$oa£Sje J^nsidotit exceedingly iraprobabje .that ifyy syo^lflvha^e 
1^^^^^^* Bp¥^9fi^F^> whfl^j t^y ir ba4 7 hM. «Qn^we*?e 
.ifaJ4te«fruft)fi^igi<¥>i ,bitf fh^auae;ah«*e. ify. «fyr^^»ptt4o<Af4!Hr e 
^aftt^^ia^^aa. i>ot aM bis EphcvpakMignitto A^fthflat 

ePW^flMMwW frojBj the, wka.ftf Calyin Jr an4.iivd^d^ q^ayi^d 
*i#*<^>#0»Kb* Sucer, and .Chapter .;•>» wbjcV<,bpy a^eap^s 
olfeflWPty wffllHWrf^ tf M*e divin/s/jgh* of Pippeaau EpiacpRa/cy, 
J^^a^fn^jth^absoMetn^esw^ which cQmP^d-th^fl ( ^g|^b<^tfh 
ftf |g<|hei* #$», ^njawnipn, .exprwin^a^li^a^c^^o^ijen^ajt^ 
--<^-S»scpRffUftiw,ias ( if tfyefl ^few-off, JftocesajU, EptowPWHwW 
il>M>Jtf 4w«WHW**i & *^ ^ : F°rff jftf W h BF*h ^r W ei^, W^pt 
o*)|the*4>A^8Ft^JW^ 

ite ptofrfyAi ifoWHy .•*»»«•• W^phjas Jwd^P^t^^iardeftjfty 

^»8r^ir*4ftin ^was ther«^e^a>«yjr ^eir/^^t^^.a^.^t 

their ./atett, that" they established jpT^byteri^^pjpji.t^ gyp^u^l, 

opportunity for deliberation about any other ^J?o^. A qf v Chinch 
9m&mvMkmtyP iwhich.f.by.t^^'g^^f.^^iBj^ff CfiVrus 
. JWff*fk ha£ h«»p4f»^4l».KA,-WPW^^W«4 ,fo-ttw Jiaffga, 
^^Af*PPf«<Uh** wb^h: W the easjeflt .^^hpres^W^h^^iA^t 

TpfWfAfia^^fpqnot q£ tfa away and- a^hpiity whioh^ gajye ,?fow\; 
g^ tJ $fWn }t #l ppve/j^ent was Pre#byte*iaa^«v jaqd- being, rqwp- 
4tfftwMrf|i|t Wf? wceaaary %t,<,hpse,,wh I Q succeed^ thw$hf*i# 
dfefifllttr 1 1 ^M m% PFOfiwi WMw tt?ftt the flreshyt^W?, W W 
jj^n^J^, tBept|QD^j(a»4 Mijwoail^ be b,o #^t(iwttt* |p 




^jPi^s^.^is^jwyi; »ff4..that in aeJUngjaaijfe vty&4»oajo}wjfl 
^0^of,Gfyigq|h ,^p?e/naiep^ an/d iutradacjqg aether, ffality .mags 
j^c^^ated-^o the V^k^ugotrg.ajid cap^ of .those ayitt whom 
Ui^ywer^.asspciatfftd, l;b^y were themselves apprehensive lest Ujqy 
*}hpylj^vte ,h»cried : ,\po preqipj^tely (ro^ia tbe-orjiginal . intent jfQ and 
exnjrqaa cpmipandniei^ pf Chnat. >I will begiu with Calvin \yhoiu 

« S«e Camerarioi in Vita Melancth; Chaldian ArtlcleB, art 10; Melannth. Epist Luther* j 
Melanct Camenurio Hist Confet. Aogott. per Chytraumi Buc. de Aeyno ChrUti} ftc 
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tils "Confession of Faith," written in the nam* of at] theFrendi 
Churches, speaking of the corruptions of the Church of Rome, 
{then in the fieri of reforming,) writes, " In the meanwhile, 
however, we are unwilling ttiat the Authority of the Church, or of 
Pastors and Superintending (Bishops) to whom the Government of 
the Church has been committed, should be taken away. We, 
therefore, acknowledge that Bishops, or Pastors, shoqld be reverently 
regarded, so far forth as they teach the Word of God by reason of 
their Episcopal function."* The same Calvin, in reference tor tfct 
Popish Bishops, plainly declares, "if they were true Bishops, I 
would yield them any authority iu this respect ; not, perhaps, a» 
much as they require, but as much as is required for the properly 
ordering the Government of the Church."t In an Epistle purposely 
discussing what is to be done, if a Popish Bishop should be Converted 
to the Reformed Religion, he enjoins, that in such a case he fthoufoj 
not be stripped of his Episcopal power, nor his Clergy discharged 
from their respect and obedience to him, nor that he himself should 
be reduced to the rank and order of a Presbyter, but that both hi* 
possessions and his Episcopal jurisdiction and authority should bo 
left him, which latter he expects the Prelate would exercise in 
removing corruptions from the Churches and the inferior Clergy ia' 
his Diocese. Again, in the passage so boastingly cited by the 
Scottish and English Presbyterians that Timothy was ordained by 
the Presbytery, thereby inferring that Presbytere exercised th* 
right or Ordination, Calvin, (the very founder of PresbyteriatrisiB,) 
denied the conclusion which they have drawn, declaring that & 
Gollege or Society of Presbyters was not intended by the word 
" Presbytery," J for that St. Paul as Bishop ordained Timothy al<me 9 
which he proves from 2 11m. i. 6. where St. Paul puts Timothy 
" in remembrance to stir up the gift of God which was in him, by 
the laying on of his hands : in this passage, says Calvin, St, Paul 
declares that he and not many others, imposed hands on Timothy. 
I do not understand that which is spoken of the imposition of 

* the hands of the Presbytery/ as if Paul speaks of a College 0>f 
Presbyters ;"§ and again, "if any one should olfcr to us an hierarchy 
in which the Bishops have Pre-eminence over the other Clergy in 
such a manner as not to refuse subordination to, and dependence 
upon Christ as their sole head* and refer their precedence to B«| 
only ; in which they so maintain brotherly coneord and fellowship- 
with one another as to be bound together no otherwise than by his 

* " Interea tamen EcclesiaV auctoritatem, vel Pastorum, et Superintendentium, .guibesj 
Ecclesin provincia tnandata est, sublatam nolumus. Fatemur, ergo, Episcopos, sive Pastores, 
rsverenter andiendos, qaatenus pve mm functionis rations verbnra Dei doeent" Calr. 
Confess. Fidei nomine Gall. Eodea. 

•Jr " Si veri Episcopi essent, aliquid eis in hac parte auctoritatis tribuerem ; non quantum 

sibi postulant; sed quantum ad politiam Ecclesiss rite ©rdinandara requlritur." Calr. 

Instit ). iv, e. 10. % I Tim. iv, 14 

| " Paulas ipse, se, son alios complnros, Timotbeo manns imposnisse eemmemorat. Quod 

4b impositions manaum preebyterii didtur, non ita accipio, quasi PaoUu de HenioraiBY 

Cetisfioloqwtfar.v Calvin, instttat iifc. iv. c 3. in4h». 
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troth ; then tucked I mutt eoirfeaV * stye be, '< that all deserve tm 
be anathematized, if there shall he any ancb, who do not reverent* 
and implicitly obey such an hierarchy."* To leave Calvin for 
Theodore Eteza, another Presbyteriaa Divine, who writes : f * Now 
the Reformed Churches of England, supported by the authority of 
Bishops aud Archbishops still continue; as this has happened tor 
that Church in our memory, that she has had men of that dignified 
Qrder, not only illustrious Martyrs of God, but a)so excellent 
Pastors and Doctors ; let her, in God's name, enjoy this singula* 
favour of God, which I wish she may enjoy for ever.*'t I will 
bow turn to Moulin, a French Presbyterian, who writes thus to tbd 
Jtisbap of Winchester: "What I that 1 could wish ill to your 
(Episcopal) Oxdcr, of which 1 never spoke without honour! for at 
every body, well knows, the restoration of the -English Church, and 
subversion of Popery, (next to God and your kings,) is chiefly to 
lie ascribed and owed to the learning and industry of your Bishops? 
some of whom being crowned with martyrdom, subscribed the 
Gospel .with tbejr hlood; whose writings we have, whose acts and 
yeal we record, as in no respect whatever inferior to the very best 
of God's servants, which Frame or Germany has yielded: he whe 
denies this, is either wickedly foolish/ or envious to the glory of 
God;" J he also frankly acknowledges, that "very soon after the 
timet of the Apostles, or rather in their own times, it was instituted 
that in (cities) one Presbyter should have precedence over his 
Colleagues, who was called a Bishop." $ Bucer writes, " By the 
perpetual observance of the Churchy even from the Apostles 
themselves, we see, it seemed good to the Holy Ghost, that, among 
the Presbyters to whom the charge of the Chaxeh is especially 
committed, one should have the singular charge of the Charoh; 
and ia that charge and care* governed others; for which reason^, 
the* name of Bishop was conferred upon these chief Goreruqrs ef 
the Church." Chamier, who was a French Presbyterian Divine; 
liaviug in one of his writings admitted that "immediately after the 
decease of the Apostles " began the difference between a Bishop a wd 
a Presbyter, immediately, (as if eorreciieg himseit,) adds, " What I 
(he thing itself began in the very time of the Apostles, or rather* 
proceeded from tkem"%. From these testimonies, and unqualified 

» ""TaJem si nobis nferarchf am exhibeaut, in qua sic emineant Epfscopi, at Christo aubessa 
a4n«ee«te«t, etabWo taoqaa* video capke pende*nt, et ad ipauia referaatar; in qoaslc 
fetter »« fratefnun soetetatem colant, at non alio tnodo qoam ajos veritate ahit coittgati ; tua* 
▼ero nullo non artathemate dignos fatear, si qui enint, qui non, earn jrewentor, somma' qnjt 
dbedfcritia observent** De Eccl. Neces Reform. ^ 

\ ** Froatar safe Ma tingtOart Dd bentflcenHa, gaat nfmam aft ttli perpttua* Tract <te Mbw& 
EpcL Grad, cap. L and xvUi. Reap, ad Sarav. p. ia ride Sarv. Diecipl. p. 13*. 

f ?. Molludei Episrt 3. Reverendias. Viro, Froesoli dignissiuio. D. Eaiac, Win^on.*' Egonsj 
male YeHero ordini vestro," Sec. 

f, Molta. Epfct. ad WJntonj Ep. 2. 

f Cham, de Membria EccUa. Milit.lib. W. chap, i M statim post ApesUlazsJa Aveetafr OnlM 
res ipsa captt tempore Apostolorum, yel potius a6 ipais protect* est*'! * 

T % 
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attestations of « high respect from the- most enrif^tf T)iviserf*of 
Foreign Presbyterian Churches in favour of the saerei Order of 
Episcopacy, we may infer (as also from their willingness to maintain 
and establish Episcopal Government, from their eager desires -to 
restore it, and their grief and trouble because they could not continue 
it,) that they would have enjoyed Episcopacy* if the German and 
Genevan Prelacy would have bat tolerated a Reformation of the 
Papal corruptions; and, therefore; that 5 there neve* wodld have 
been a parity otf> M misters, nor a Preebyteriatn ot €eflgrfegati+«a! 
Church In the Christian world; The' Presbytwiarts of {•tomafcj in 
their collective 'writings freely profess 'the Sftme opinion tfs* 3 id "ttteir 
individual works; for in taking occasion to Speak of 'CJatiftriieal 
Ordinatioc, they say : " Bat "the* Bishop* 4b eifehdr compel' Our 
Frieets to disclaim and eon<derau»this' kind of doctrine, ttfltfefrw* 
have here confessed; or by a< certain new and unheard lef'ftftdftf 
omeltyv put the poo* •■ **d T l»nocent -soals to death. 'Tfte^cause* 
a«e those which hinder bus Priests from receiving and acfeafewledgitfg 
their Bishops so that thet?rw&% oftktBitthdps istfte'tiau^ej'urily 
thv&Qmmd&d Government, <* Polity, which w#«arfte&k$ i lfe*ire& 
to pr**pr9e f * is, iiil somtt placets, now dissolved-:" -amf titft long 
after ia the same Chapter: " A«*d now here 1 again we desire 16 testify 
it(to the world) chat we will willingly pre%e*Ve the Ecclesiastical 
and Canonical Gotertameut, if the Bishops will ewly cease to exercfee 
cruelty updo oar Churches. This oar will shall; excuse 1 tat b&fbre 
God, and before all the world, «n to all posterity; tha< it fcteyhot 
be unjustly imputed to us, that the authority 1 of Bishops' fe^tf her 
de«ied, ior impaired by us; when men shalMkear and r&dy r >tli#E t #el 
earnestly dsprccatiDg the utejust cruelty i>f the Bishops, ttftrld'Ublfciri 
no just on kind treatment-art their haud6. n Tlvotf we hnd*haf (fbese 
learned Presbyteriwis- -of Giermany ardewtly desired' to jtr&etve'tto 
GovenamenfcOf Bisbopsf? they ^we« very unwillingly titiVeu'ftott It* ; 
H-wasialtogBtierandotterlyagaiust their heart, tfoat the EfAmtfiA 
authority was impaired and weakened; indeed it Was thil^^ne 
persooat45r»elfcy«and extreme* viefeooetff the Roffiish Pre4ate4»*ih>i 
bloody opposition to the dwtrihea of *he Gospel, •wfficb%as<6ttc^ft& 
against'* Injthe Synod of JDort ateo we find that wWn Ihe 1 Bteh^p 
Jo^Llandaff hadfinbds speech, t a iiobed U port Episcopal GWefeffiteii*, 
and shewn that the want of it gave opportunities for thOs^fidmsiOhs 
which were then arising, ia '• the Netherlands; Bogermanttusj tnfe 
President of >thai Assembly* rose Of, and admtttiKc'ith^ Bisio^s 
Infe^ocoi ,sa|d^ •• Alas I my Lord, we are hot so happf F't ifor'tiM 
be make tins .observation by way. of compliment to the Epide*an61 
Order of the: Bishop* for neither *he person, nor theplttce^nor^thfe 
bearers, were /fit ftyr such a thing; but with a sad gravity, and la 
mournful consciousness of the profession of a known truths l, nOr 
tyouldhe* being the mouth of that select Assembly, have cbnsltferbd 

* " Qtuun no* magnopere center var«cupiebamu3."—"Proraua hie iter um," kc. 
t " Domine, not wu •omut adeo fclicet. •» 
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it safe to express such a sentiment, before the Deputies of the 
State*, and so, many venerable Presbyterian Diviues of Foreign 
Countries, (besides their own,) uuless he bad been fully aware that 
in the acknowledgment of so evident a truth, the Synod would 
neither disapprove of, nor eontradict him. If, therefore, these are 
the .undisguised opinions of " the sincere Protestants who rejected 
Diocesan Epi&eopaoy on the Continent/' surely that rejection was 
the; result* not of conscientious conviction, but of a mere timorous 
OWpJiauce with an apparent absolute necessity. Let us now tma 
to those who abolished it " in the Northern part of this very Island," 
1. wean Scotland. Now at the period to which I allude, there 
existed among the lower orders of Scotland *o deeply rooted a hatred 
ol . every , thing coniMftted with Popery, that the only means of 
contmujog a.. Christian Church in that Country under any Form 
yaq t^at of Prosbyfcetianisin. Diocesan Episcopacy was, therefore; 
aj^o}isbed# *Wt because it was "an antichrist ian and iniquitous 
UAqraatvpa*^ but only to suit the innovating disposition of the peoples 
i^it*.k#weror r be remembered that upon the 6ame principle that 
BiQceeanyEpiscapacy was. abolished in Scotland, the administration 
uf tbe tSacrauftent^.the-Dcx! trine ol the Hety Trinity, and perhaps 
even (Christianity itself, (which is more intimately connected with 
Papery than Episcopal Pre-eminence, because in the Romish Church, 
unlike our Anglican, Church, the Bishop and Presbyter are not 
separate. Orders, but one and the same Order,) ought also to have 
be#nr<#£o)ishjed. But it is evident that in Scotland, at and 
wnmediatsly , after, the Reformation, it was only the name of 
%i9C#pac^thaft was excepted against, which (although an innocent 
aj^pojfcpfive term, yet) like that of Tarquin in Rome, was 
^demoQoVitti &r perpetual disuse. Therefore, although Scotland 
abolished, jfyiscopaey, she was nevertheless conteuted to admit 
* {Superintendents ;." and, as there is no difference (which Zanchius 
j$m*rks) between 'Emuntmos and Superintendent, but that good 
IMcektis translated into bad Latin, so there was no difference 
fcetjweeo the* power of the latter and that of their predecessors, the 
ft^i/apa,.. We, find that in the Presbyterian Kirk of Scotland after 
^beJEteforwaUon, there was the "Superintendent" of Orkney, whose 
jHoce^waa the Isles of Orkney, Caithness, and Strathnever, and 
bis residence in the town of Kirkwall* The "Superintendent' 1 of 
B^sst whose Diocese comprehended Ross, Sutherland, Moray, and 
ihcNorthem Jsles, called Sky and Lewis, with their adjacents; 
JWU^s residence, the Canonijy of Ross. The "Superintendent" 
$£ Ar#yle, whose Diocese was Argyle, Cantire, Lonie, the Southern 
j#}est><Arran and Bute, with their adjacencies; and his residence 
a,tiArgyJe. The same, may be said of the "Superintendent" of 
AfcenjkjQn, the "Superintendent" of Brechin, the "Superintendent" 
tffiKfe, the ''Superintendent" of Edinburgh, the "Superintendent" 
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of Jedtmrgb, tk# «9ur*riDteiide*t n ef Glasgow,!** « Sttpenaieftkot'? 

ef Dumfries, all of them bounded with their several jurisdictions t 

as appears by Dr. Liiidsey's account (who was at that period 

Titular Bishop of Brechin) of " the Synod of Perth.'' Now it ii 

very certain that these " Superintendents" had a power fully equal 

to that of Bishops, to plant and erect Churches ; to ordain, and 

appoint Miuisters in their Dioceses; and when they had resided ia 

their chief towns three or four months, they were required to euter 

upon their Visitatiou, and then not only to preach, but also to 

examine the life, diligence, and behaviour of Ministers, showing 

thereby that there was no difference between the former " Bishops," 

and their Successors, the "Superintendents;"* which is also certain 

from the circumstance that Knox himself by public Church Authority 

Made this Prayer upon the admission of John Spottiswood, at 

"Superintendent" of Lothian, "O Lord, send upon this our 

Brother, unto whom we do, in thy name, commit the chief charge 

of the Churches of the Division of Lothian, such a portion of thy 

Hdly Spirit, as," &c« Let us now examine filondel, one of the 

asest celebrated of the British Presbyterians, who misapplied bin 

talents* by exercising theei in defence of Presbyteriaaism, at the 

request of the Assembly of Divines at Westminster, and in making 

the Ancients eobttadict 'themselves, m a Treatise containing nearly 

•ia hundred pages endeavoured to prove that St Jerome was a 

Pjesbyteriaav and ceocludes that work by acknowledging, that 

" aotwtthstd&diagUhe opinions ha had therein amintained respecting 

the divine* right of Presbytery, be nevertheless did not intend m 

the slightest degree to invalidate the ancient and apostolical Form 

ef Episcopal Government, since he vras fully persuaded within himself 

that it ought to be carefully preserved, wherever it was established, 

and that it ought to hie reverently restored, wherever it had beea 

abolished through weakness or bigotry." Dory, who during his life 

see only professed himself to be a rigid Presbyterian, bat was one 

af Melville's active tools in the establishment of Presbyterianis* 

in Scotland, but twenty years after that lamentable event, being sjt 

the point of death, and feeling anxious to make some amends lor 

the seal which he had manifested against Diocesan Bpiseopaey, 

made a death-bed confession of that conviction before some of the 

Brethren who had come to visit him, and requested them to tefl 

the Assembly as fram him, " that there waa necessity of restoring 

the ancient Government of the Church, because of the unrofinesa 

of the Young Ministers, .who. would not be advised by the Elder 

sort, net kept in order. And sinee both the state of the Cbareti 

did require it, and the King did labour for it, he wished them' tb 

make no trouble therefore, bat only te insist with the King that 

the best Ministers, and of greatest experienaev might be preferred 

Ye (daces, as Bishops "t This declaration net .only implies the 

* Vide " Elect Sup. hi Constitution," before the '* Book of Ptalmt ia Metro," 
f Skinoer'e Ecclesiastical History, Vol. ii. p. as, 
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Speaker's assurance that Bishops were originally appointed to the 
GoYcrnraent of the Chureh, by Apostolical inslitntion, (on wbieh 
account be has called it the "ancient <3ro▼ewlTBent, ,, ) bHt also 
info fin 8 as, that eveu in the opinion of a Presbyterian GoTernment, 
nothing short of Diocesan Episcopacy was adequate to preserve 
that unity and harmony, that order and peace, for which our Saviour 
himself so ardently prayed. From what, therefore, has been nrged 
upon this subject, it is very evident, not only that Diocesan 
'Episcopacy was not volantanly •* rejected at the Reformation by 
till sincere Protestants, neither on the Continent/' nor in " the 
Northern part of this Island.*'* 



Oflj. — 4t fiut even if the contrary could be proved, it is 
"nevertheless evident that the Bishops qf the Church of 
England differ exceedingly from the Apostles and 
Primitive Bishops, in Dignity, Titles, Revenues, and 
R&tkme ; but especially in their admission into the Bouse 
ei Lords, which privilege tends to hinder the exercise qf 
their Ministerial duties, establishes too great a distinrtiem 
between them and the inferior Ckrgy y (thereby nourishing 
pride in the former, discontent tn the totter, and die* 
qvktness in the whole Church,) cmd renders the Bishops 
themsetves from gratitude and expectation of future 
Preferment, or Translation, dependent upon and 
obsequious to the Crown.* 

a>tn«^rtfrgthei»«ha»t8tfsrtb^ nftfreafew, additional tastto<wri#f 

fa fWWfi qf Diocesan fpiscqpacy* The Presbyterian Henderson, who had been placed at 
the "head oT the Commissioners for the' Presbyterian side by the Parliament, died* a convert 
to Bff acopacy— (See 'Clarisndan'* Boo%, C *. »•; Heyum* «htt- <tf Preaby. ». 497, an* 
fswifcofert* CalMery wl. il ©. .*&) Cartwright also, the Cham*** of Pr*d*torJaniMft, 
•jajnat the "Judicious Hooker/' finally, became a Controvertist in favour of Diocesan 
Epttcopary— (See Bancroft's Survey of the Pretended Discipline; pp. &7— 449.) Robert 
ftrawtt, fife actaa* Founder of Ceagreftsliaas* Independency, set only setunaa* te thv 
fw^Tinlrr Tft'T'™! — \ ~*™-f~*_i~—. fc**a*©ng <rf horMmifcters— (Better of Ac*****) 
|fl VQtfhamptypishira.) John Wesley, jthe Founder of the Sect of Weslevan Methodists, was 
to inwardly persuaded in his own mind of the Apostolical origin and necessity af Viocetan 
Bphoopacg, that he aaBdtad Xpimpat consecration of Erasmus, a Prelate <of tha Gmefe 
Chunk* and Bishop of Arcadia > which wojieat beiaf denied him, he wonbi net pav*ut4j|# 
administration of the Sacrament of the Lord's Supper by any of his Ministers, wio had not 
heeuEpiscopally ordained. Notwithstanding, however, this disappointment, when America 
wa«4adare4 ftnsVpentant of thia country, an* lie «>uM »olotigtt himsalf •te'WlnpidtMd a 
$tl|fQ«rf fagjth, ho invested Cm far as he was able} two Miniate** , of hjs Connection wife 
Episcopal Authority* as he. himself acknowledged, "to prevent disorders and confusion* 
among Ma poor people In America, now all religiou^eotroeetioo between Uitt country- an* 
tha Cabal* was atan and," * <w«n»4 alao ahawma, thai an apalfeatina ww made to th# 
fWQau>n£ Prelates of the Episcopal Church of Scotland for Ifrucqpal Canse eratipn by tha 
Weslejan Methodists to be conferred upon one of their Preachers, soon after the Consecration 
af Br. Sesteivy 4n HB4, Tha-late Dr.Berkeloy, af Oanteifcanr, LbaUera, was in, taaseajie* 
af tha letter containing tha application, together with Bishop Skinner's refusal to comply 
with to unreasonable a request. 
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Q. 2 1 ], —Do the Bishops of the Church of England differ 
exceedingly from the Apostles and Primitive Bishops in Dignity 
of place or station, Titles, Retinae, and Revenue? 

ft is an old and certain rule in Philosophy, that degrees do not 
diversify the kinds and nature of things ; the same fire that flashes 
in the Tow, glows in the Juniper ; if one gold be finer than another, 
yet both are gold ; if some pearls be fairer than others, yet their 
kind is the same. The Episcopacy of the Church of England, 
therefore, may have received (nor do I wish to deny it) some 
additions of Dignity, Titles, Retinue, and Revenue, through the 
bounty of gracious Sovereigns, yet it is in substance the same with 
that of the Apostles and the Primitive Bishops of the Christian 
Church; because these additions of Dignity, Titles, Retinue, and 
Revenue, being merely external and adventitious, can no more alter 
the nature of the office of a Bishop, than a change of suits can alter 
the Body. Nor is it otherwise with the office of a Bishop than 
with the person of him who fills that office. The Bishop is the 
same, whether dignified or undignified, titled or without title, rich 
or poor. The good Patriarch was the same in Potiphar's dungeon, 
and on Pharoah's bench; our Saviour was the same in Joseph's 
workshop, and ou the hill of Tabor: St. Paul was the same while 
he sat in the house of Aqnilla making tents, that he was reigning 
in the pulpit, or disputing in the School of Tyrannos. But let us 
examine the objections against the Dignity, Titles, Retinue, and 
Revenues of our English Bishops, and see how far the accession 
of these external Privileges alter the nature of the holy, calling with 
which they have been invested. And, first, with respect to their 
Dignity of Place and Station, in which, of course, is included their 
admission into the House of Lords. Now I am very willing to 
admit that the Apostles and Bishops of the Primitive Church were 
not equal to our Anglican Prelates in Dignity of Place or Station, 
but let it be remembered that although in a heathen land this might < 
have been the case, yet it is no reason why it should so continue in 
a Christian country. In Egypt, the people of God, (the Jews,) 
were without doubt happy to worship Him in the corner of a poor 
cottage, probably covered with dust and straw; but their prayers 
were not, we may suppose, less acceptable to the Almighty on that 
account, for He was with them in all their afflictions, and at the 
length, by working their admirable deliverance, testified that they 
served him not in vain. But in the very Desert, no sooner were 
they possessed of some small property of their own, than a 
Tabernacle was required at their hands. Finally, being established 
in the land of Canaan, and having David as their Sovereign, when 
the "Lord had given him rest round about from all his enemies," 
it grieved his pious mind to consider the augmentation of his own 
Dignity, whilst the affairs of Religion continued still in the former 
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*<See aow 1 4weU in an house of cedar, but the ark of* God 
dwelletb within curtains."* It was the pleasure of God that tbif 
purpose of David should be accomplished by his son Solomon, aud 
id such manner as corresponded with the present, and not the 
ancient condition of the nation ; for which reason, Solomon writes 
to the King of Tyre, " the house which I build is great and 
wonderful, for great is our God above all Gods ;" by which it 
eleariy i appears that the Church of God may be as acceptable to 
.Hi*!,- whea it m framqd suitably to the greatness and {dignity of 
.more recent and modern periods, as when it retains the simplicity 
efanone ancient times* But it is complained of pur Bishops that 
they are admitted into. the House of Lords, and that/such a privelege 
not only "hinders the exercise of their Ministerial .dutiea," but that 
it f establishes too great a distinction between themselves and the 
inferior Clergy, (thereby nourishing pride in the former, discontent 
itf the latter, and disquiet ness in the whole Church,) and renders 
the Bishops from gratitude and expectation of future Preferment, 
or Translation, dependent upon and obsequious to the Crown*" 
Now before I examine each of these three particuhirs I, would 
observe that these reasons ought to be very weighty,! and the 
inconveniences of this* Episcopal Privilege very heinous, to justify 
our removal of it; and that for two reasons; for, first* it is an 
ancient and hereditary, right, -established by J aw,, inherent in their 
station, and enjoyed by them before there were any Parliaments, 
for they bad their places in the "Magna Concilia" of the Kingdom ; 
and, secondly, the admission of a small number of Ecclesiastics 
into the House of Lords is but an equitable compensation to the 
Clergy for the exclusion of their Order from the House of Commons ; 
for the Clergy are a body of men considerably by their number and 
property, as well as by their influence and the duties of their station ; 
yet whilst every other profession has those amongst the Rational 
Rapreseatatives, who, being conversant in the same occupation, are 
able to state,' and naturally disposed to support, the rights aud 
juotAJestfl! of thedass and Calling to which they belong, the Clergy 
alcpui ate deprived of this* advantage; which hardship is made ftp 
to them by introducing their Prelates into Parliament. But it is 
febjetted that this aneient right and inheritance has a tendency to 
hinder the exercise of their Spiritual duties. Now as every Bishop 
premised aad professed* when he entered into Holy Orders, to 
devote himself,' as much as in him lies, wholly to his Spiritual 
vocation, ao the mere fact of his occasional attendance in. Parliament 
^daring eachSession, at} the same time when he is actually known 
tof attend to aad discharge his (Spiritual duties, can be no hindrance 
or impediment to the proper discharge of those duties ; for his 
attention to the Church does not preclude him from tendering his 
services to 4be State, when it may be required of him. Bishops 

* 2 Sam. ▼«. J. 2. 
17 
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are required to take moderate care of their household affairs, and 
the provision for their family, why then may they not also take 
care of the State? The Apostle's words, " He who warfares to 
God, should not entangle himself with this world," (which passage 
is so frequently quoted by Dissenters,) does not in the slightest 
degree affect onr present argument, because it has a reference to 
those only who would divide themselves between God aud the 
world, and who bestow the principal part of their time upon secular 
affairs ; it cannot, therefore, be supposed to forbid the Bishops, 
being dedicated to God, from devoting a few hoars of their time to 
their King aud Country, whom by their learning, experience, and 
piety, they may greatly benefit. To affirm otherwise would be 
tantamount to a declaration- that a Bishop must have no family at 
all ; or, if he have one, that he must not take care of, or provide 
for it; in fact, that he must have no body to attend to, but be all 
Spirit. It is very clear, that the service which Bishops may render 
to the Slate is by no means incompatible with their service to the 
Church ; they are Members of the one, aud Governors of the other, 
aud are highly-qualified to benefit both; indeed from the union of 
the Church and State, (which has been defended in the preceding 
Chapter,) the subjects of them both are so united with both, that 
they cannot he separated; aud united in sucb a manner, that out 
only the one is in the other, but the one is the other, and is 
both; and consequently, the services which the Bishops render upon 
those occasions to the State, are inseparable from their good offices 
to the Church. It cannot be said then, that the admission of our 
English Prelates into the Upper House of Parliament tends to 
hinder the proper and faithful discharge of their Ecclesiastical 
duties. But it is contended that " such a privilege establishes too 
great a distinction between the Bishops and tbe inferior Clergy, 
and thereby nourishes piide in the former, discontent in the latter, 
and disquiet ness in the Laity.' 1 Now what else is this objection 
but that of Korah in the Jewish Church ! " Ye take too much 
upon you," said that rebel Minister to his high Priest ; " wherefore 
lift ye up yourselves above the congregation of the Lord!"* Now, 
1 would inquire, whether was there more pride in Moses and Aaron 
who governed, or in Korah and Dathan who murmured and repined? 
It is pride, therefore, that causes contention ; but where is this 
pride? whether is it in those who moderately exercise a lawful 
Superiority, or in those who scorn and hate to be under Government! 
It is very certain (we have daily experience of it) that Spiritual 
greatness may consist with outward humility and lowliuess of office: 
" He that is the greatest amongst you, let him be your servant" 
says our Saviour himself; and St. Paul, whilst he was tent-makings 
would speak of his " dignity" and "power."t As for the objection 
that this privilege granted to the Bishops to sit amongst the Peers, 

* Numb. xvi. S. t "'JS&wiV and ■*' AwapJs" 1. Cor. u. J. 4. 
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h calculated to excite discontent among the inferior Clergy, we 
liave every reason to believe that it is rather the contrary, and that 
they are rejoiced that Individuals of their own Profession should be 
advanced to those Statiotis in which they are rendered so capable 
of doing good offices to them, and of benefitting the Church of 
Christ: and that instead of swelling with envy a gaiust their just 
exaltation, they consider it an honour done to their Profession, 
and not to the persons of the Bishops. Nor can we for a moment 
suppose that the Bishops should be puffed tip with these few 
accessions of dignity, whilst those who are really and hereditarily 
possessed of them can enjoy them without incurring the slightest 
suspicion of such a transported feeling. The third objection, that 
" it tends to render the Bishops from gratitude and expectation of 
future Preferment or Translation, dependent upon and obsequious to 
the Crown/' is equally weak and groundless with those which have 
been already examined, because there is no reason why the Bishops 
should display this servile obsequiousness more than those who 
possess great Temporal inheritances, at least so far as it may 
proceed from the expectation of future Preferment, for Temporal 
Lords are equally interested in offices and places at Court : in fact, 
when it is recollected that the age of Bishops is generally such, 
and the expences attending their removal from one See to another 
are so very great, that there is very little probability of an equal gain 
by the Translation, it is not likely that such hopes should influence 
Spiritual, so much as it must Temporal Peers. But let it be 
granted, for the mere sake of argument, that upon this account 
the Bishops may possibly be more obsequious to the will of the 
Crown, let it be also remembered that for that reason they are 
very properly inserted into that part of the Constitution, from 
.which much or frequent resistance to the measures of Government 
is not expected. From defending the Dignity, let us, secondly, 
turn to the Titles of our Prelates. These also have been objected 
to, as if (seeing it has pleased gracious Princes, in order to express 
the honour which they gave to God, in the honour given by them 
to the holy Order of Bishops, to confer upon I hem eminent Titles) 
because they are Lords Bishops that they challenge to be Lords 
of, and over their Clergy ; as if a Titled Bishop could not possess 
as mach humility as those who have uo such Title ; when mauy of 
them give evident proofs that they are by no means transported 
with such empty appellations. In the Jewish Church, the higher 
Orders of Clergy were exalted above the others in Title, and called 
"High" and "Great" In the Christian Church the assignment 
of distinguished Titles to the Chief or Episcopal Order of Ministry 
was equally justifiable. Our Saviour's words against "Lordship" 
and " Grace" are wrested from their natural meaning to prove the 
contrary, being thereby made to uphold a cause which they do not 

u Z 
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at all concern. The very Titles that arc now excepted again si, 
were the usual style of the ancient Bishops in the earliest ages of 
Christianity. Bishop Eusebius, writing to the Bishop of Trovers* 
styles him thus, " To my Lord Paulinus,"* and Paulinus in his 
Epistle to him, " To my Lord Eusebius." The Bishops of Egypt 
in their address to the Bishops assembled in the Council of Tyre* 
wrote, "To our most honourable Lords ."t The Synod held at 
Jerusalem, writing to the People of Egypt, Libya, etc. calls 
Athanasia their " Pastor and Lord"\ Juli«8> Bishop of Rome, 
is styled by the holy Bishops, " Most blessed Lord;'% and 
Nazianzen, " My Lords the Bishops." George, Bishop of Laodicea, 
writing to certain Bishops, calls them "Most honourable Lords," 
and elsewhere, iu the sanfe Epistle, "Most Reverend and most 
honourable Brethren."H Theodoret entitled Bishops "Most 
honourable ;"|| and the early Emperors writing to Bishops, have not 
disdained to give them similar appellations of honour, as " your 
Holiness," " your Blessedness," " your Amplitude," &c. &c. whilst 
those who have purposely done otherwise have been noted for 
insolent singularity and pride.** To go even into the age of the 
Apostles, Ignatius himself, who most probably was contemporary with 
our Saviour, calls the Bishop of the Magnesians, " a^ov^onnMov;"^ 
and Pulycarp, the Bishop of Smyrna, calls the Episcopate ** God- 
worthy Bishops,"tt which certainly comprehends the highest degree 
of Grace. In a word, as our English Prelates derive their Title* 
of "Lords" by a creation perfectly distinct from, and independent 
of their Spiritual dignity, may it not be doubted whether those 
who disallow them these Titles do not incur, the Apostolical censure 
annexed to the " speaking evil of dignities?" But not contented 
with objecting to the Dignity and Titles of our Prelates, oat 
Dissenting Brethren also object to their Retinue or Attendant*. 
Now in the Visions of the Glory of God, Angels are spoken of as 
His Attendants; in describing the honour of that mystical Queen, 
the Prophet mentions the Virgin Ladies which waited on her; and 
the Sacred History mentions the Servants and Attendants of 
Solomon, as a proof of his honourable condition. The New 
Testament intimates the Retinue of the High Priest amongst the 
Jews ; it also informs us that our Saviour, although He "came t* 
minister, and not to be ministered unto" in this world, yet He 
was attended by his blessed Apostles, fallowing Him not only aft 
Scholars, but even as Servants about Him; and that, when He 
had sent them, (as He Himself was sent by God,) in the midst of 

• " ToT Atavorri /xS Tlavklvy" t " Kvgtois Ttyutai£iots* % 

\ "ri0l[Aiv* IpWV Xfltl KvgtOU § KlfflOS M6bH*ftVT*TQr" 

•J " *A/$f07jxo/lctrtK xat TtfxieJlarovs A$e?i$ovs" II Lib. t. » 

** Hist, Ecdes. 1. vii c (vi.) de Sum ma Trinit 1. xxxiii. c. de Epta. at Cler. et I. xxi. 6 - 
d£ Sadros. Eccles. 
till Iguat Epist. ad Magnesia* tt Ei>»t» ad Smyrnenses. 
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that hatred and extreme contempt, -which they afterwards received 
from the world, this honour of Attendance or Retinue was most 
plentifully conferred upon them by Saints and believers, for they 
bad Attendants provided in all places which they visited ; a custom 
(aa Iguatius shows) which was universally continued in Bishop* 
their successors, from which circumstance no doubt those " Acolythi" 
took their beginning, of whom so frequent mention is made in the 
writings of the early Fathers, as the Attendants and Followers of 
the Bishop; for which service the name of " Acolyth" seems plainly 
to have been given. Justinian informs as, that it was a very 
ancient custom for Bishops to be attended upon by many; in fact 
the affairs of Government, in which Prelates were so engaged, 
rendered it necessary that they should always be attended by many 
whom they might command, even if no such Attendance belonged 
to them by way of honour. But our Dissenting Brethren complain 
of the Revenue* of the Bishops of the Church of England, as weM 
as of their Dignity, Title*, and Retinue* How little do they 
think that, with but very few exceptions, the English Bishops 
receive but a very scanty pittance, of which (even scanly as it is) 
it cannot be said that they disburse nothing to the public charge, se 
that 1 verily believe but few retired Country Gentlemen, possessing 
an annual income of four hundred pounds in landed property, would 
be very hasty to exchange their worldly estate and condition with our 
wealthy Prelates;* how little do they consider what very heavy 
expences necessarily attend their stations; how little do they 
consider what great hospitality is required of them, and therefore, 
that it is essentially necessary that those who provoke others to 
works of charity and mercy should have the means of becoming 
examples of such benevolent qualities ; how little de they consider 
that (as wealth in the present day is held in such great estimation, 
that without it the most virtuous and perfect reputation is not 
exempted from contempt) a competent income is requisite to secure 
them from that contempt, which inseparably and unavoidably 
accompanies a mean and poor condition; how little do they consider 
that the farther diminution of the present limited income of our 
Prelates would not only eventually remove every inducement to the 
cultivation of learning, hut that, perhaps, Religion itself (which is 
dishonoured in proportion to the decay of respect for the Chief 
Governors of the Christian Church) would finally die a Way. But 
kt ue suppose, for the sake of argument, that our Prefaces were 
really as wealthy as et*r Dissenting Brethren pretend, and as I 
myself could wish them to be ; let it be remembered that it is not 
the possession, but the abuse of wealth, that is justly censurable 

» I am not prepared to say whether (exclusive of commendams) the official expenditure oT 
the Bishops of Liandaff, Peterborough, 81 David's, Gloucester, Bristol, Chester, Oxford 
Bochester, Sodor and Main &e. do not exceed the actual Receipts of their respective See*; 
Thave reason to believe that in two or three instances the bare income of the Bishopric 
itself fails thort of one thousand pounds annually. 
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in a Christian Bishop; and that in the present advanced degree of 
civilization and refinement, as the Ministry of onr Bishops is 
especially intended for the higher and richer classes of society, so 
they ought to enjoy an honourable and adequate competency, to 
facilitate their admission amongst those classes, and render their 
Ministry acceptable to them. Moreover, because every individual 
is naturally dissatisfied with a bare sufficiency for his sustenance, 
but always desires an income proportionable to the Station which 
he holds in the society of others, for the actions of every one are 
measured in the secret expectation of others according to the 
exaltation of his Dignity or Station, so that great men always 
know that great actions are expected from them ; therefore, as all 
Bishops have been proved to be exalted in Dignity and Authority 
over the rest of the Clergy, in proportion to that exaltation, great 
liberality, great hospitality, and great actions of every kiud are 
expected from them. Hence it follows that if the amount of the 
income of a Bishop be below that proportion which their station 
would induce others to expect at their hands, it will inspire a 
stronger temptation than, perhaps, many are aware of to supply 
that deficiency by evil and corrupt dealings. But it is contended 
by our Dissenting Brethren, that our English Bishops ought to be 
no richer than the Apostles and Primitive Bishops were. Now if 
it be so great a perfection for the Clergy of the Christian Church 
to be poor, how pure and perfect must tnat Church he* which has 
so. great a store of Mendicant Friars. But because the state and 
condition of the Apostles and their immediate Successors may have 
been poor and destitute, is that any reason why Christian .Bishops 
in the present day should be conformable to them in this respect f 
When Moses first, and afterwards David, exhorted the people of 
Israel about the necessity of splendour and magnificence in the 
worship of God, and the expediency of an ample provision for the 
maintenance of the High Priest, can we suppose that it would have 
been lawful for them to have pleaded, "Our Fathers lu Egypt 
served God devoutly, God was with them in all their afihotirtis, 
He heard their prayers, pitied their case, and delivered them from 
the tyranny of ^heir oppressors; what splendour and magnificence 
had they? what wealthy High Priest were they possessed ofl" 
Would not such arguments have been considered foolish tod 
groundless 1 Because God does not refuse to be worshipped where 
.wealth and magnificence are wanting, or where His Bishops are 
poor, is that any reasonable cause why, where there is an abundance 
of wealth, those Bishops should not have a more honourable, and 
a greater Reverence allowed them 1 In Egypt, the -state of Gods 
people was servitude, aud therefore, His Clergy were paid accordingly ; 
but they had no sooner any thing of their own in the Desert, than 
a Tabernacle was required of them, and a suitable provision for 
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the Priesthood; in the land of Canaan they were expected to bnild 
and famish a Temple, and regulations were enacted for the still 
farther augmentation of the incomes and revenue of the High 
Priest and the inferior Ministers ; and this we find was still farther 
iocreased by David, who considered it neither fit, uor decent, that 
he himself should he more richly paid, and magnificently treated, 
than God's own High • Priest. Hence it is apparent that the 
Revenues of Christian Bishops ought to he proportionable to the 
abundance of wealth at each period in the country. By ascertaining 
the Revenue of the High Priest of the Jewish Church we have a 
certain rule whereby to judge what amount of income is necessary 
for the Bishops of the Christian Church. Now to the High Priest 
of the Jewish Church belonged the Tithe of the Tithes paid to the 
Tribe of Levi. Now if the quality of that which God assigned his 
Clergy be considered, and their manner of receiving it, without 
labour, expense, or charge, it will appear that the Tribe of Levi, 
being but the twelfth part of Israel, had, in effect, as much as 
four-twelfths of all such goods as the holy land yielded; so that their 
worldly estate was four times as rich as that of auy other Tribe in 
Israel besides; if, therefore, to the High Priest belonged the Tithe 
of the Tribe of Levi, and that (as the law had particularly enjoined) 
the people brought the best and choicest of all things to them, and 
the choice and flower of all the possessions of the Levites were paid 
to the High Priests, his tenth part, by that means, was made the 
very best part amongst ten: by which proportion, as the Levites 
in general amounted to thirty-six thousand, (and when David 
numbered them he found thirty-eight thousand above the age of 
thirty years,*) the High Priest (or Jewish Bishop) had as much 
revenue as three thousand six hundred others of the Clergy, for 
his own personal maintenance. This proportion of the High Priest's 
income will appear much larger, if we recollect, that in addition to 
the Tithes and other sources of emolument already mentioned, the 
inferior Jewish Clergy had given them forty -eight whole cities, 
with the Territories of land adjoining them, to hold as their own 
free inheritance for ever,§ of which also the High Priest had his 
Tithe. K such a revenne is to be assigned to the Prelates, and if 
it be possible to be assigned, (which in this wealthy country it 
most certainly is,) we have the authority of St. Paul the Apostle 
that it Ought to he assigned to them, because he asserts that the 
income of the Christian Clergy is not to be inferior to that of the 
Jewish,}; and consequently that Christian Bishops ought to receive 
a Revenue equal to the High Priest of the Jewish Church; in fact, 
it is very probable that the Apostle intended that the Christian 
Clergy should receive double that which the Priests of the Jewish 
Church received, and Christian Bishops double the Revenue of the 
Jewish High Priest, because he declares that those who "rule well 

# 1 Ckron. ii. S. §, Gen. xlrii. 82. Numk. xxxr. 7. * 1 Cor. ix, IS. 14. 



ere worthy ef ehv&le honour," or (as tHe word r^tn often signifies) 
pay;* assigning this reason, "How shall not the ministration of 
the Spirit he rather glorious 1 for if the ministration of condemnation 
be glory, much more doth the ministration of righteousness exceed 
in glory ; for if that which was done away was glorious, much more 
that which remaineth is glorious."t Accordingly we find it predicted 
of our blessed Saviour, (who was Himself the first Bishop of the 
Christian Church) that "the Kings of Tar slush and of the Isles 
should bring presents to Him ; and the Kings of Shcba and Leba 
should offer gifts; J and we read that the Wise Men from the East 
came into His presence, "and when they had opened their treasures, 
they presented unto Him gifts, gold, and frankincense, and myrrh."§ 
The genera] poverty of the Primitive Christians during the con- 
tinuance of our Saviour upon the Earth necessarily precluded them 
from conferring their riches upon Him, as " the Bishop of their 
80u]8,"j| (nor indeed did He himself need them, for "the gold and 
silver" of the whole Universe belonged to Him,) yet we nevertheless 
find that He extolled nothing done to His honour during His life 
so much as when Mary seemed to waste away upon Him a gift, the 
price of which, " three hundred pence," might (as they thought 
who saw it) much better have been ' spent in works of charity to 
the pqor;"H iu fact, as St. Augustine remarks, "Our Lord had 
coffers to keep those presents which the Faithful offered unto 
Him."** We read that He promised His Apostles who succeeded 
Him iu the Episcopal Government of His Church, that they should 
receive even "in this world a hundred fold;" but as they were 
contented and obliged for several years to relinquish all worldly 
emoluments, and to endure poverty and persecution, we must look 
for the fulfilment of this promise in their Successors. It is, never** 
theless, certain that the Apostles, being the Chief in Order and 
Authority, could not have failed to have provided for themselves 
proportionally to their exalted station out of those " prices of the 
things that were sold, and laid down at their feet ;"JJ for we are 
assured that they, and their Successors, (the Primitive Bishops of 
the Church,) not only possessed the sole disposal and distribution 
of tlie Church Revenues, but that each of them allotted to himself 
alone as large an income as to all the Clergy of bis Diocese together, 
that is, a fourth part of the yearly Rents and Revenues of the 
-Church ;|||| the remaining three fourths being equally divided to the 
Presbyters and Deacons, to the furnishing and repairing of the 
Church, and to the erection and maintenance of houses for the relief 
of the poor. Indeed we cannot have better evidence of the wealth 
of the Episcopal Order compared with the inferior Clergy at those 

« I Tim. v. 17. t « Cor. iii. 8. 9. 11. % Peal, lxxii. 11. * Matt it 11. || 1 Pet ii. S«. 

f Mark aciv. 8—9. #* Aug. cap. 15. de Menda. tt Acts iv. 34. 86. 
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early periods than the covetous and ambitious disposition of heretics, 
whose eager desires of aspiring to the Episcopal Dignity, aud 
extreme discontent at their failure, necessarily imply that the 
Revenues of the Prelates far exceeded those of the inferior Clergy. 
Thus Lactentins, nearly sixteen hundred years ago, testifies of great 
Apostates, who lived in the very beginning of the Primitive Church, 
*• They were men of a slippery faith," (says he) " who feigning 
that they knew and worshipped God, but seeking only that they 
might grow in wealth and honour, aspired after the place of the 
highest Priesthood, (or the Episcopal Order ;) to which, when 
their betters were chosen before them, they thought it better to 
leave the Church, and to draw their, partizans with them, than to 
endure those men as Governors, whom they themselves desired to 
govern."* We may, therefore, conclude, that the Bishops of the 
Church of England do not in Revenue (as well as in Dignity, Title, 
and Retinue,} unnecessarily differ (taking into consideration the 
advanced state of civilization and increase of wealth in the present 
day) from the Apostles and Primitive Bishops of the Christian 
Church ; and that it is as unjust and unreasonable to diminish 
their present incomes, as it would be to deprive every Nobleman 
and landed proprietor of their estates and other property; because 
the Title which Bishops have to their livings is as good as the 
Title of any class of men to any possessions which they may justly 
hold ; indeed in one respect the claim of Bishops has pre-eminence 
(as -will be proved hereaftert) above all Secular Titles of right, 
because they hold it by the tenure of God's own Interest ; even. as 
it was also an assurance to the Jewish Priests of their Spiritual 
Possessions; for which reason, although they on several occasious 
abused the Possessions of the Church, nevertheless the Patrimony 
of God was never taken from them, and made saleable to other 
Tribes. 



Obj.-t*" 1 moreover object to the System of Private 
Patronage, adopted in the Church of England, not only 
because it frequently happens that a Minister is thereby 
obtruded upon his Flock without their consent, and often 
•against their will, but because it gives occasion to the 
sin of Simony, to Pluralities, and the evils of Non- 
xes jdence, all of which are either approved of, or connived 
at, by the Church of England. To this same System 
of Patronage is to be attributed the Ordination by 
the English Bishops of immoral and worldly-minded 
Ministers, who suffer their pleasures to interfere with 
their Spiritual duties" 

* De Vera. Sap. lib. y. c 3tt t Chap. vi. Articles "Tithes." 
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Q. 28. — How do you defend the System of Private Patronage 
adopted in the Church of England? and can you prom that it 
does not give occasion to the sin #/" Simony, to Pluralities, and to 
the evils of Non -residence 1 

The objections alleged against the System of Private Patronage 
in the Church of England are easily refuted— -First, it is pretended 
that in the exercise of Private Patronage, it " frequently happens 
that a Minister is obtruded upon his Flock without their consent, 
and often against their will." But this is an erroneous coocrasiou, 
because no Clergyman can be said to possess Pastoral Charge over * 
any Parish without the people in effect choosing hi en thereto ; 1 do 
not mean, that they choose bim by every man giving personalty his 
particular vote, but that they choose him through their Repre- 
sentative, the Patron of the Benefice, because tlieir ancient and 
original interest therein, has been by orderly means derived to that 
Patron who chooses for them. For let it he remembered that hi 
this Kingdom the tenure of lands is entirely grounded on Military 
laws, and held as in fee under Princes who are not made Kings by 
force, or voluntary election, but who are bora the Sovereign Lords 
of those whole and entire Territories ; and that those Territories, 
having been obtained by their Progenitors by conquest, those 
Progenitors retained what they wished in their own hands, and 
divided the remainder among others, with a reservation of Sovereignty 
and capital interest. The building, therefore, of Churches, and 
the assigning of either Parishes, or Parochial Revenues, was 
impossible without the consent of those who were the principal 
owners of land. Those, therefore, who so far benefitted the Church 
as to give lands, and money for the erection of Churches, received 
by common consent (in honour of their great piety, and for the 
encouragement of others to do the same, who, probably, would 
otherwise have been slower to erect and endow Churches) a perpetual 
right for themselves and their heirs (or Successors) to nominate to 
those Churches, or Benefices, men, whose qualifications being 
allowed by the Bishop, he might sec fit to admit thereanto. Such 
was the origin of Private Patronage, nor can it be denied but that 
both justice and reason required it. But, secondly, it is objected 
that Private Patronage gives occasion to the sin of Simony, to 
Pluralities, and to the evils of Non-residence. Now, iu the first 
place, if by the sin of Simony our opponents mean the sale of 
•Advowsons, I readily admit that it is inseparable from the allowance 
of Private Patronage, because Patronage would otherwise devolve 
to the most indigent, and, for that reason, the most improper hands 
it could be placed in. But the sale of Advowsons (if the Benefice 
be not already vacant) does not constitute the sin of Simony y nor 
did the law against Simony ever intend to prohibit the passing of 
Advowsons from one Patron to another, as the right of voting, 
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(that ia, the freehold to which the right pertains,) may be bought 
aud sold R8 freely as any other property; nor does the law prohibit 
a Clergyman from purchasing the perpetuity of a Patronage, auy 
more than another person, it is, therefore, absurd and unjust to 
contend that Private Patronage is the canse of the sin of Simony. 
In the second place, it can be easily proved that Pluralities and 
Non-residence arc equally unconnected with it. Now iu the con*, 
sideration of this subject, I wonld observe that whilst on the one 
band we ought uot to defend acknowledged improprieties, so on the 
other band we ought not to condemn rashly those whom we please 
for every thing we may disallow; especially as it would be very 
easy to enumerate many more Civil Pluralities and N on- residencies 
than Ecclesiastical, in all of which absence, or non-residence, has 
been permitted under the expectation of greater benefits through 
industry elsewhere. I am prepared to admit not only that there are 
geueral Laws by which the Church of England is bound to provide 
for the residence of her Clergy, and against the abuse of Pluralities, 
hut that the Clergy themselves are in conscience bound to perform 
the duties of their Spiritual calling without fraud or sophistication, 
according to the vow and promise made by them at their Ordination ; 
but it does, not follow from such admission that the limited allowance 
ef Pluralities and Non-residencies is a transgression of the one, or 
a violation of the other. It must not be forgotten, that to furnish 
every Parochial Incumbency aud Chapelry in this Realm, (to say 
nothing of Ireland,) no less than twelve thousand five hundred 
Ministers would be required, whilst scarcely one- fourth of those 
Incumbencies and Cbapelries are able to yield a sufficient main* 
ten a nee for their respective Incumbents ; therefore, unless the 
majority of the People are to be left entirely without the Public 
use and exercise of Religion, there is no remedy but by the 
permission of Pluralities.* But it is very evident that a faculty or 
licence to hold a plurality of Benefices ought not to be granted to 
all; the Church of England, therefore, has wisely restricted this 

» The reader will, I trust, pardon the insertion of the following extract from the Prose Works 
of the celebrated John Milton; I am aware that recrimination will not dear the Clergy of 
the Church of England, (and, therefore, I do not rely opon such a plea,} but it will at least 
prove that our Dissenting Brethren have but little reason to object against the Pluralities of 
our Clergy, seeing they stand (even in the opinion of one of their own party) so deeply 
chargeable with the same offence when it was in their power. "The most part of them,** 
writes Milton, "were such as had preached and cried down with great show of seal, the 
avarice and Pluralities of Bishops and Prelates, that one cure of souls was a full employment 
for one Spiritual Pastor, how able soever, if not a charge rather above Human strength. 
Yet these consdentous men (ere ajiy part of the work was done for which they came together, 
and that on the public salary,) wanted not boldness, to the ignominy and scandal of their 
Pastor-like profession, and especially of their boasted reformation, to seize into their hands. 
or not unwillingly to accept (beside* one, sometimes two or more of the best livings) Collegiate 
Masterships in the Universities, rich Lectures in the city, setting sail to all winds that might 
blow gain into their covetous bosoms— by which means these great rebukers of Non-residence 
among so many distant cures, were not ashamed to be seen so quickly PluraUsts and Non~ 
residents themselves, to a fearful condemnation doubtless by their own mouths. " See Milton's 
Prose Works, by Symmons, vol iv. p. 8*. 
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especial privilege to a certain limited number, noted for their 
learning, nobility, or piety, whilst she orders the remainder by 
those geueral Laws which she had previously enacted against 
Pluralities and Non -residence. Thus, she has permitted Non* 
residence to Students at the two Universities, that their knowledge 
may be increased, and their labours by that means be rendered 
afterwards the more profitable to others; she has granted a faculty 
or licence to hold two Benefices to Graduates in Divinity, with a 
view of honouring Theological learning ; to Chaplains of the King; 
and of the Nobility, that the Houses of the Great may not wnttt 
the daily exercise of Religion, because their example has, in this 
respect, a greater influence with their inferiors than even the law* 
of the land ; and, finally, to residents in Cathedral Churches, 
or upon Ecclesiastical Dignities, because Cathedral cities being 
places of greater hospitality, respect, and consequence than otUeray 
they are required to be furnished with men of superior qualification* 
and greater respectability, and who for the sake of their superiority 
ought to be favoured above others; but because it would be cruet 
and unjust to impose upon such persons a burthen which requires 
their absence, and not to release them from the duty of residence, 
therefore, the law has permitted them, on account of their worth 
and merit, whilst they themselves are employed in more dignified 
and important OfficeB of the Church, to -supply inferior Station? bf 
deputies, it is unnecessary to observe that in all these cases (and 
in most instances, I believe, the two Benefices are contiguous 
Parishes)* these Pluralities are allowed as rewards and encourage* 
ments, and to declare the estimation by the Church of the labours 
and exertions of those to whom the permission is given : that, as 
Fathers in the aucient World, declared the pre-eminence of priority 
in birth by doubling the worldly portions of their First-born, so 
the Churfch, iu assigning these rewards to men of learning and 
piety, similarly testifies her proportionable estimation of their talents 
and virtues, agreeable to the precept of the Apostle, " let the 
Presbyters who rule well be counted worthy of double honour," or 
revenue.* But it may be,, and indeed has been objected, that as 
these special Privileges, or exemptions from the general law against 
Pluralities and Non-residence, dispense with that which the general 
law prohibits, that they are, therefore, repugnant to the principles 
of that general law, and, consequently, to the maxims of common 
right and of justice. This, however, is an erroneous conclusion, 
because it is an established maxim that a geueral law never 
derogates from a special privilege ; whereas, if the one were con- 
trary to the other, a general law beiDg in force, should always 
dissolve a Privilege. Privileges and peculiar grants may be perfectly 
equitable, and yet seem repugnant to the principles of common 
right, and of justice; for it is contrary neither to the law of God, 

* 1 Tim. v. 17. 
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nor to the law of nature, to exempt men from the law of common 
right; nor is such exemption contrary to any thing which may avail 
to strengthen and justify any alleged law. For example, the law 
of common right binds all men to keep their promises, to perform 
their agreements and compacts, and to answer the faith they have 
pledged, either for themselves or for others; but he who bargains 
with die under years,* can derive no benefit by the law of common 
right, because he brings it against a person who is exempted from 
the common rule; thus it is evident that special causes are to be 
ordered by special rules; for if men who have attained years of 
maturity subject themselves to any injury, or disadvantage by 
bargaining, yet what they have wittingly and consciously done is 
strong and iu force against them, because they are able to dispose 
of, and manage their own affairs ; whereas, one who is under years, 
being easily subject to imposition on account of his want of experience 
and judgment, is justly exempted from the law of common right, 
to which others are justly subject. This evident inequality between 
men of years and under years, is a reason why equity and justice 
cannot apply equally the same general Rule to both, but orders the 
pne by common right, and grants the other a special privilege* 
Let us now examine the inconveniences likely to result from 
Pluralities. Now although every Pluralist must necessarily be 
sort- resident on one of its Benefices at least, yet in his absence his 
parish is not left destitute, for we must suppose the officiating 
Carat e to discharge every duty which his principal, were he present, 
would be bound to discharge, and in a manner equally beneficial to 
the parish. The only objection to the abseuce of the principal is 
whether some inconvenience result to Religion in general from the 
permission of a deputy in such a case; but the force of this objection 
is removed, if we consider that the absent Rector or Vicar is, in 
the mean time, (generally speaking,) engaged in a function or 
employment of equal, or perhaps of greater importance to the general 
interest of Religiou; for all legal dispensations from residence 
proceed upon the supposition, that the absentee is detained from 
his living by some en go gem en t of equal, or of greater importance; 
and all other excuses are fraudulent. Now as the whole Revenue 
of the National Church may properly enough be considered as a 
common fuud for the support of the National Religion, which is 
the most equitable wpy of considering it, because the value of 
particular preferments bears no proportion to the particular charge, 
or labour; if therefore a Clergyman be serving the cause of 
Christianity, it can make Hi tie difference, out of what particular 
portion of this fund, (i. e. by the tithes and glebes of what particular 
parish,) his service be requited; any more than it can prejudice 
the King's service, that an officer who has signalized his merit in 
France, should be rewarded with a fort, or castle in Ireland which 
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he never saw, bat for the custody of which, proper provision if 
made and care takeii ; which indulgence (upon this principle) is clue 
to none more than to those who are occupied in cultivating or 
communicating religious knowledge, or the sciences subsidiary to 
Religion. It appears, therefore, that the objection usually alleged 
against Private Patronage, Pluralities, and Nan-residence, are 
perfectly groundless, and cannot be said to level any just eensore 
upon the Church of England. 

Q. 29. — Are the Bishops of the Church of England justly 
chargeable with admitting immoral and worldly-minded persona 
into her Ministry! 

It is exceedingly improbable, because the Church of England has 
taken very great care to exclude all such characters from Ordination. 
She not only requires from every Candidate a solemn profession i* 
the sight of God that he thinks himself " truly called according to 
the will of our Lord Jesus Christ," hut she also requires that the 
Bishops be well assured, either by their own knowledge, or by the 
Testimonials of three Beneficed Clergymen, that the Candidate, to 
their personal knowledge, for a period of the three preceding years 
at least, "has lived piously, soberly, and honestly," Moreover 
the Candidates are to undergo the trial and examination of the 
Archdeacon, who is to assure the Bishop that he thinks them apt 
and meet both for learning, aBd Godly conversation; and to prevent 
any ''immoral and worldly-minded" intruders, the Bishop before 
be gives them their Commission, makes a public application to the 
Congregation of their Parish, to inquire whether they know any 
impediment, why the persons presented should not be Ordained; 
and if "immorality and worldly-mindedness " are objected against 
any one, the Bishop is to defer his Ordination until be be convinced 
of his innocence. As an additional security iu this matter, it 
is also enacted, that if a Bishop shall be convicted of any culpable 
neglect in admitting Candidates, be shall be suspended by the 
Archbishop of his Province from conferring Orders for two years.* 
Indeed even if it were really the case that persons are Ordained by 
the Bishops who do not live up to the truths which they will be 
afterwards required to preach, and whose previous conduct has not 
been agreeable to their holy Profession, the Dissenters themselves 
are, in a great measure, blameable, for (as has been already 
observed) before the Bishop can Ordain any person to the Ministry, 
he makes examination into his character, by requesting the Testi* 
mony of the Inhabitants of the Parish in which he has resided for 
the three preceding years, (aroong6t whom there are necessarily 
many Dissenters,) that if they know any just cause why he should 
be rejected, they would declare it. Now, when the case is thus 
publicly brought before them, if any vicious person get into the 
Ministry, through their neglecting to declare his immoral life to 

* Can. xxxv. 
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Hie Bishop, they are accessory to bringing that person into the 
sacred Office, and, I her ef ore, cannot reasonably com plain of an 
evil which they might so easily and so laudably have prevented. 
Indeed, even after such an immoral person has been Ordained, if 
he do net reform his conduct, it is their duty to complain of him 
to the Bishop of his Diocese, and endeavour to procure his removal, 
rather than to separate from the Church, because an evil exists 
which they have never attempted to get removed. But even were 
we to allow this charge of 4€ immorality and worldly-mindedness " in 
those who have been already admitted into the Ministry of the 
Church of England, in its fullest extent, it would form no justifi- 
cation to those who dissent from her Communion; because her 
Ministers do not derive their Authority from their character* but 
Irons their Offite; therefore, "Although in the visible Church the 
etfl be ever mingled with the good, and sometimes the evil have 
Chief authority in the Ministration of the Word and Sacraments, 
yet forasmuch as they do not the same in their own name, bat in 
Christ's, aid do minister by his commission and authority, we may 
use their ministry, both in hearing the Word of God, and in receiving 
of fhe Sacraments, neither is the effect of Christ's ordinance taken 
sway by their trfckeukiess, nor the grace of God's gifts diminished 
from such as by faith and rightly do receive the Sacraments 
ministered nnto them ; Which be effectual, because of Christ's 
institution and promise, although they be ministered by evil men/** 
The validity therefore of the sacred functions is not at all affected by 
the sanctity or delects of him that administers them. To suppose it 
so would be to transfer the glory from God to his weak instrument, 
as if any (the least part) of the divine virtue, which God has 
annexed to his Sacraments, did proceed from his Minister. Indeed 
it isrery certain that we may be edified and profited by an attendance 
mpawthe ministry of the very worst of Clergymen, both in faith 
and practice ; because there is no reason why Truth, which is an 
intellectual tiring, should lose its nature by any moral vicious ness 
ia the Proposer. I admit that there is something extraordinary in 
the case of Noah, who awoke from his wine, and immediately 
prophesied; and yet the event verified his predictions. The 
Assyrtab "General was -cured of his leprosy by following the pre- 
scription of the Prophet, conveyed to him by that Gehazi who by 
ins improper eondadt in that affair transplanted (if 1 may so speak) 
that rani disease into himself and posterity. The Wise Men did 
net £he less find Christ at Bethlehem, although the Priest and 
Pharisees sent them without accompanying them thither. Our 
S a v io u r commanded His Disciples to conform to the Doctrines of 
the Scribes and Pharisees, because they " sat in Moses' chair," at 
the same time that he forbids them to imitate their example. 
Indeed, He Himself ehose Judas Iscariot, a thief, miser, and traitor, 

• Artide XXYi. 
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for one of His Ministers/ and told His Disciples that He knew 
whom He had choseu; but to show that "neither he that plantcth 
is any thing, neither he that watereth, but that God giveth the 
increase,"* and to prove that " our faith doth not stand either in 
the wisdom (or the virtues) of men, but in the power of God," to 
this same Judas, notwithstanding his wicked disposition, our Lord 
said, when He sent him to preach the Gospel, " Whoever shall not 
receive you, nor hear your words, it shall be more tolerable for the 
laud of Sodom and Gomorrah, in the day of Judgment, than for 
that city."t We must, therefore, conclude that it is not the 
Preacher, but his Sermon, which is to be considered in this instance; 
for as in a burning glass, although the sun-beams do but illustrate, 
not heat, in their passage, they may nevertheless kindle subjects 
that are more disposed to receive their action ;.so those very truths 
aud notions of a learned Preacher, which do but enlighten him, 
may inflame his hearers, and kindle in their hearts a love of piety 
and religion ; and as, if a perfume be set on fire by the beams 
projected through a burning glass, (which they do not so much as 
warm in their passage,) the scent is no less odoriferous and grateful, 
than if it had been produced by an actually burning coal; so that 
devotion, which is kindled by the preaching of even, an " immoral 
and worldly-minded" Minister, is not the less acceptable to God, 
for his not being himself affected with the piety which he begets in 
others. In a word, the circumstaucc mentioned in the second Book 
of Kings respecting the bones of Elisha,J contains a far greater 
miracle in the historical, than in the allegorical sense, in which it 
is no such wonder to see a man raised to life by a dead Prophet. 
We* must not, , therefore, regard the character, but the Office of a 
Minister ; for his Authority is uot derived to him from his virtues, 
but from his Commission given him by Jesus Christ ; whilst, 
therefore, he bears a divine Commission, (whether it be a Paul or 
a Judas that ministers,) he is to be respected and obeyed, not for 
his owu sake, but for the sake of Him in whose name he is sent.§ 
Before i conclude this subject, I would observe that, although I 
could heartily wish that every Sermon (like St. John in the 
Apocalypse) preached in our Churches, could come from the mouth 
of an Angel, and that every one who preached the Gospel (seeing 
the etymology of the word imports " glad tidings") could claim the 
character given by David of Ahimaaz, that he was a good man, 
and brought good tidings ; and, although I most williugly admit 
with a recently deceased Prelate of the Church of England, that 
"a wicked and profligate Clergyman is a monster in nature; and 

# 1 Cor. iii. 7. ' t Matt x. 4. 14. 15. % 8 Kings xiii. 21. 

| " At long as they minister the Word of God, or His Sacraments, or any thing that God hath 
ordained to the salvation of mankind, wherewith God hath promised to be present, to work 
with the Ministration of the same to the end of the World, they are to be heard, to be obeyed, 
to be honoured, for God*s Ordinance sake, which is effectual and fruitful, whatsoever the 
Minister be, although he be a Devil." Bishop Latimer's Lettter to Sir Edw. Bay-ton. 
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that even a gay and trifling one, is a character totally inconsistent 
with the sanctity and dignity of the Ministerial Offices ;"* yet I 
must be permitted to protest against that generalizing spirit of 
illiberality, which condemns the whole Body for the faults of a few. 
The world is the theatre where vice plays its part, where piety 
finds its delight and employment in private^ and the irregularities 
of one man are blazoned abroad, while the virtues of many are 
nnknown, or hidden within a narrow sphere. However, therefore, 
a truly religious mind must lament every deviation from the sanctity 
of the sacred Office of a Minister of God, it is not too much to 
assert that there is not a body or denomination of men, more 
respectable in character, more unexceptionable in their conduct, or 
more useful and exemplary in their lives, than the Clergy of the 
Church of England. 



Obj. — "Finally, on this head, I would add that I can 
find no warrant in the Word of God for supposing with 
the Church of England, that an Apostolical Succession 
is -essential to the validity of the Ministerial Functions; 
ami, indeed, even if I could be prevailed upon to alter 
my opinion, I should think it exceedingly improbable 
that the succession should have continued in the Church 
of England, or in any other Church amidst the changes 
of so many nations, and under all the corruptions which 
have disgraced the Christian World; and, particularly, 
as it affects the Church of England, if (according to 
her own acknowledgment) the want of an Apostolical 
Succession invalidate Ordination, her own Clergy are 
no better ordained than Dissenting Ministers, (iqhom she 
refuses to recognise as Ministers of the Gospel,) because 
it has been clearly shown by many Romanists, that ?he tyst 
that Succession in her Secession from their Communion." 



Q. 30.— Hotv do you prove that an Apostolical Succession is 
essential to the validity of the Ministerial Functions t 

The Clergy of the Christian Church are, in the language of 
Scripture, " Ambassadors for Christ."t Now it is essential to the 
Office of an Ambassador that he have authentic credentials from 
the Prince by wttom he is sent ; without these his acts are of no 

' ■■ r i 

* See Bp. Fortsotu* Charge, 1798 and 1799. t 2 Cor. y. 2&/ 
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force, neither 4 a pledge from the one party, ndf & security to tM 
other. Hence it follows that a Divine Commission is esseutial to 
the validity of the Ministerial Functions. That it was so considered 
in the Jewish Church (upon which the Christian Cbuich was grafted) 
is very evident from the circumstance that " the leprosy rose up in 
the forehead' 1 of a Monarch of that nation, for his sacrilegious 
usurpation of the sacred office ;* and for their contempt of thfe 
Divine Commission, Korah and all his Associates, " holy" as they* 
professed to be, " went down alive into the pit,"t Nor waa.it 
otherwise in the earliest ages of the Christian Church* Thus our 
blessed Saviour Himself, although "God gave dot the Spirit fay 
measure unto Him, "J (and, therefore, if the gifts and callings of 
the Spirit, or the personal holiness of the Individual were, as our 
Dissenting Brethren imagine, a sufficient warrant for assuming the 
Office of a Minister of God, He had no need to wait fur a call from 
Heaven, before He began His Ministry upon Earth,) yet it is 
recorded of Him, that He "took not this honour unto Himself, nor 
glorified Himself to be made an High Priest," until "He wa» 
called of God, as was Aaron*"§ by the visible descent of the Holy 
Ghost upon Him, in the presence of the People,)) "from which 
time He began to preach.' 'H We cannot doubt bur that this, like 
' every other incident of our Saviour's life, •• happened for our 
ensauapie,''** that no one may enter upon the Ministerial Office* 
without a regular Commission from God, in the way of Hip own 
Institution. Thus we find that the Apostles, (as has been already 
provedtt) did cot presume to preach, or administer the Sacraments, 
Until empowered by their Heavenly Master.JJ Now this Com* 
mission, so necessary to the validity of the Ministerial Functions, 
could only be perpetuated in two ways, either by the continual and 
visible interposition of Christ in the call .and ordination of every 
individual Minister, (which is contrary to experience, and the 
general economy of God's dealings with Mankind ;) or, by a con- 
tinual and uninterrupted Succession of Men, to whom the Ministerial 
charge, delivered by our Sayiour before His Ascension, has been 
transmitted in regular gradation from the.fjrst, AppsUes^aAwi.dcriviug 
their Authority from those Apostles, as those Apostles received it 
from Christ, and Christ from the Father. Now that this Divine 
Commission was to be perpetuated in this regular Succession through 
all ages of the Church, we gather not only from the general tajuor 
of St. Paul's Epistlesjtt (and particularly from his direction to 
Timothy, in which he charges him " to commit the things which 
he had heard of him among many witnesses to faithful men, who 
should be able to teach others also,"§§ which necessarily supposes 

* 2 Chron. xxvi. IS. 19. t Numb. xvi. 8. 3& * John UK 34. { Heb. r. 4. 5. 

|| Matt iv. 17. 1 Matt. iii. 16. ** 1 Cor. x. 11. ft Quest. 22. 

M See Mark xyL 15} Matt xxviii, 19 j Luke xxii. 19; and John xx. 22. 2a * M 2 Tim. It f, 
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ft Succe&fon of Ministers in the Church,) but also from the universal 
practice of the Primitive Church, after the death of the Apostles; 
find, therefore, St. Ignatius, (who was contemporary with the 
Apostles,) in reference to this Apostolical Succession, aud the triple 
frttpnrity of Cldrgy in the Christian Church, writes, " without these, 
fiitere-is no eject Church,- no Congregation of the Holy, no Assembly 
#f Saiitts.*** It wduld he possible, if it were necessary, to trace 
tile Succession! of all 'the Bishops of the Primitive Church in their 
respective' Seels, untilthe timfe'of the Nicerie Council, from the 
wtttYhgs<of liJtts'etnus, Itegestppus, ' Socrates, Jerome, Epinhauius, 
Methodius, Irenseus, Terttiflian, - 8cc. Tims, we read in' these 
Fathers, that from St. James, the Brother of our Saviour, who (as 
Jtirome expressly declares) was Bishop of the Diocese of Jerusalem, 
toMacartas, who 6at in the Nieene Council, there had been in that ' 
See for ty Bishops'; that from St. Peter, who was Bishop of the 
Diocese of Antioch, and was succeeded by Evodius, and he by 
JgWatius, there had been twenty-seven ; that in the See of Rome* 
from Linus, its first Bishop, until the same jieriod, there had been 
thirty-setoert ; and that in the See of Alexandria, from St. Mark," 
Ha fifsfe Bishop> there had beeri twenty-three. It is, moreover/ 
fecbrcted by Methodius, in Mariano's Scotus,t that Eucharius^ being 
tfettseerated by St. Peter, became* Bishop df Trcvers,' ahdlield the 
Hi»hopric tvferfty^thtfee yea^s, and theri left it to' Valerius, who after 
jfrfcsidiHg there : fifteen years, left it to M^rtcrnns, he to Auspicius; 
fteVf • iihdf'by flegesippus in Evodius;§ that' 'travelling to 'Home 
irbtifer Ahicetas, he conferred with 1 Primus, Bishop of Corinth, and 
different otheV Bishops, as tie werifc, "and found them, in every 
Swccessiou and in every city, constantly observing the 'tfuth," &c. 
iFfe have the testimony of Irenaeus, Bishop of Lyons, in Prance, 
who suffered 'martyrdom not a hundred years after the death of 
8t; ! J6hu, who writes, "We are able to rectcon up those, who, by 
the Apostles were made Bishops in the Churches, atrd their 
Successors even to our times," &c. ^ c TheT)lesrsed Apostles" (Peter 
and Paul j furnishing and founding. the Church (of Rome) delivered 
the Episcopacy of the Government of that Church' to Linns;. Of 
this Linus, Paul makes mention in those Epistles which he wrote 
to Timothy; Anacletos succeeded him; in the third place, Clemens 
assumed the Bishopric, who both saw and conferred with the 
Apostles themselves, &c. After this Clemens, succeeded Evaristus ; 
after Evaristus, Alexander; and after him, Siitus was made the 
sixth Bishop from the Apostles ; and after him Telesphorus, who 
most gloriously suffered martyrdom; after him, Higinus; then 

- ■ r . - - ■ " ii - ■ ■ ■ ■ , ■ , , „_, . 
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owctywyr) o<tsuv." Igcat Epiat. ad Trallianos. p. 5. ed, Vedelii. 

t Citat a Q, BUion. Perpet. Begira, Eccl. rap. 13. t Traveric* Epclea. Culmina, etc. 

\ Hegesip. apud Euseb. lib. iV. a 22. 
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Pius ; and after him, Anicetus ; and after that Sotor had succeeded 
Anicetus, now, in the twelfth place from the Apostles, Eleutherius 
possesses the Bishopric." And shortly after he adds, " and Polycarp 
was not only taught by the Apostles, and conversed with many of 
them who saw our Lord Christ; but also was, by the Apostles 
consecrated a Bishop in Asia, over the Diocese of Smyrna ; whom 
we ourselves saw in oar younger days ; for he lived long, and being 
very old, passed oat of this life, having most nobly aud gloriously 
suffered martyrdom." Tertnllian also, who flourished A. D. 196\ 
thus writes against the heretic* 'of his age: " Let them setdfartk 
the origin of their Churches,— let them reckon up the order of their 
Bishops ; so running down by their Successions from the beginning, 
as that their first Bishop had one of the Apostles, or Apostolical 
men, for his Author and Predecessor; Thus do the Apostolical 
Churches ; for the Church of Smyrna has Polycarp placed there by 
St. John; the Church of Rome shows Clement, consecrated by 
St. Peter ; and the rest of the Churches show what sprouts they 
have of the Apostolical seed ; even those who were first placed in 
their Episcopacy by the Apostles.' 1 * Now let it be remembered, 
that for a period of fifteen centuries from the death of oar Saviour, 
none were ever empowered to confer Ordination bat those of & 
particular Order, which was superior both to Presbyters and 
Deacons. It was to Timothy and Titus, (as has been already 
proved, t) and not to any ordinary Presbyter, that St. Paul giveg 
the Charge of imposition of hands. The Primitive Church not only 
enacted very strict laws to prevent the presumption of any Presbyter 
who had dared to usurp it, but they have left us memorable records 
of their severe proceedings against such presumption. Thus, 
Colluthus, a Presbyter of Alexandria, having presumed to Ordain 
Presbyters, was summoned in the General Council before Ho skis 
and other Bishops, rebuked for his presumption, aud commanded 
toftefep within his owtt()Mer, and the Ordinations of all those 
wh6m he had thus mistardained were declared null and void. 
ischiras, who was one of these misordained Presbyters of Colluthus, 
having been violently opposed in his administration of the blessed 
Sacraments, whilst he had the Sacramental cup in his hand, by 
Macarins, at the instigation of St. Athanasius, complained of a 
sacrilegious assault; in consequence of which, a convocation. of 
about one hundred Bishops was held in Egypt; Ischiras himself 
was summoned, and his Ordination examined ; and the result was, 
that he was dismissed without any remedy, being declared to be no 
Presbyter, but a mere Layman, because Ordained only by a 
Presbyter. The justice and equity of the deed was so very clear, 

• "Edant origines Ecclesiarum suarum: evolvant ordinem Episcoporum suorum; ita per 
sueceasiones ab initio decurrentem, ut primus ille Epiacopus aliqaem ex Apostolis apt 
Apostolicw yiiifl habuerit auctorem et antece&sorem," &c TertulL do Proscription, advert. 
Hour. t Quests. 
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that, (according to the Apologist for St. Athanasius, at whoso 
instigation the pretended assault had been made,*) do man ever 
thought it eould be doubted. It may be necessary to add that the 
.Council to which I allude was an abridgement of the universal 
consent of the, whole Primitive Church, and that it was afterwards 
repeated and seconded by the Synod of Alexandria. We have 
another instance in the Council of Seville, t which severely censure4 
a Bishop, because that having sore eyes, he had paused his 
Chaplttin, (a Presbyter who stood near,) to supply his eyes, by 
Heading the words of their Ordination and Benediction. Numerous 
other instances could be adduced, as of Musssus, and Eutychianus, 
whose Ordinations by mere Presbyters were similarly rescinded and 
nullified by the Council of Sardica; of Maxim us, by the great 
Council of Constantinople; and in the writings of Sozomen, we 
have the proceedings against £]pidius, Basilius, and Eleusius, for 
their misordipation of Presbyters. From what, therefore, has been 
urged upon this imporfant subject, it is very evident that an 
JposUlical Succession, and the "Ev/rxM-fr xi/gotf*?/*/ 9 (or the 
laying on of the Bishop's hands) according to the Ecclesiastical 
Canons, are essential to the validity of the Ministerial Functions $ 
and, therefore, that no one can be considered " lawfully called and 
aent into the Priestly Vineyard," who has not received a Commission, 
to preach, and administer the Sacraments, by the manual imposition 
of a Bishop of the Anglican, Hibernian, Scotch, American, Danish, 
Norwegian, Greek, Moravian, or Roman Churches ; for no other 
Cnurcb, I believe, can authenticate its claim to this Jjpostolicai 
Succession. We cannot, therefore, entertain a doubt of the 
inadequacy of the Ordination practised by our Dissenting Brethren, 
and of the defectiveness of their Ministration, and the imperfection 
of their, administration of the blessed Sacraments. Most willing 
am 1 to acknowledge (with every sensible and enlightened Churchman) 
that they can boast of a Doddridge, a Henry, a Watts, and other 
Saint-like men, whose unaffected piety, whoso fervent zeal for 
Religion, whose anxiety for the Spiritual welfare and eternal interests 
of their fellow-creatures, and whose amiable Christian virtues, are 
60 many convincing testimonies that if the gifts and callings of the 
Spirit could at any time supersede the necessity of Episcopal 
Ordination, and an Apostolical Succession, these '<Men of God" 
needed not such Ordination or Succession to empower them to 
exercise the holy functions of Ministers of Christ; yet notwith? 
Standing this acknowledgment, I must be permitted to doubt whether, 
in a proper sense, they were Ministers of Christ, or had authority 
from Him to preach the glad tidings of His Gospel, or to administer 
His Sacraments. I will rank their names with those of the pious 

f " Quo pacto igttur Presbyter Ischyras, aut quo tandem auctore conjtitubu*" &$ Athaaa% 
Apolog. 8. t Condi. Hiapalen. fl. c. & 
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Nelson, Stevens, Waldo, and Wogan, bat yet like these they were 
but Laymen; for as we could not call our present Bibles the Word 
of God unless we kuew the copies from which they are taken, were 
taken from other true ones, until weflome to the eriginab^theuwebieisv 
so no one in the present day can witb^ propriety be ealfed a Minister 
of Christ, who has not received his Commission *u the \ same regular 
way as Timothy and Titus from St.. Paul, and others agaklt from 
tb em, without which ^morissiou the Sacraments cannot he 'Jweperiy 
administered, nor, the public, worship of God purely performed; 
indeed, as has been already proved, the Primitive Church inveighed 
sharply against, and .finally cancelled every Ordination which had 
not been Episcopally conferred. We cannot, therefore, suppose 
that, in this respect, there is no difference between a Minister who 
has received that Episcopal Ordination, and a self-constituted 
Evangelist ; between one who has been commissioned by Christ to 
preach and bless iu {lis name, and one " who has taken this hotyout. 
ipilo himself,"* upon, the warrant only of a doubtful inward cafllj 
or supposed .personal piety : nor can we suppose that God is equally 
pleased with those who thrust themselves into the Priestly Vineyard 
of His Church* as with those who wait for Bis Commission out* 
wardly conferred by the Bishops thereof; for if so, wherein consists 
the difference between those in the Primitive Church whom He had 
Himself .appointed as His Ministers, and those who said to Him, 
'* Lord,' Lord, hfrve we not prophesied (or preached) in Thy name, ' 
and in "Thy name cast out Devils 1 and in Thy name dona many 
wonderful works 1 Yet He will profess unto them iu that day* I 
never knew youV't 1 , or recognised you as my Ministers* Indeed, 
we may safely question whether any of our Dissenting Brethren who 
preach the Gospel have ever had an especial call from God for that 
purpose ; for even if God had been pleased to employ them without 
requiring that Men should authorize them, He Would doubtless 
ratify that calling by manifest signs and tokens from Heaven; and : 
would enable litem to give proofs of their Mission by " signs aecV 
wonders, ami mighty deeds," as did Christ and His Apostles ; on 
which account even those who did not believe our Saviour's teaching, 
nevertheless acknowledged Him to be a lawful Teacher sent from 
God: " Thou art a Teacher/' said they, -'sent from God* otherwise: 
none could do those- things which thou dost." 

Q. Zl.-r- ffffint reason have you for believing that this Apostolical 
Succession is still continued in the Church of England? 

I havo the same grounds for my belief as those on which we 
build the authenticity of the Scriptures, viz. historical evidence, 
I find the Episcopal. Succession is regularly handed down in faithful 
histories from the times of the Apostles, as the succession of the 
Kings of England from the first establishment of regular Government 

t Heb. y. 1 f Matt. vii. 22. JB. 
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in ibis eonntry.* There is also another plait! reason, why it is 
morally im possible thattti e succession «fw should have been broken 
in all that term of year*, fttmi the Apostles to the present times ; 
wfeiob isthiaci it has been a received doctrine in every age of the 
Gfcnfch, (a4Haabe*iv already proved) that no Ordination wis Valid 
but that of Bishops; This ; doctrine has been a 1 fctfttatait guard 
upom the Episcopal stoeeessioir ; for seehig it j was universally believed 
thai. Bishops alone cdtild-wdaiu, it Was impossible tttat any persons 
eonki beireceived as Bishops trho hfld : not been so ordaltfed. Now 
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it id impossible that in our Church any one should be made a 
Bishop without Episcopal Ordination, there being no possibility 
of forging Orders, or of stealing a Bishopric by any other stratagem ; 
because it is an acknowledged doctrine among us, that a Bishop 
can only be ordainod by Bishops. Now as this doctrine must 
necessarily prevent any one being a Bishop without Episcopal 
Ordination in our age, so it must have had the same effect in every 
other age as well as ours: and consequently it is reasonable to 
believe, that the succession of Bishops in the Church has not beea 
broken from the days of the Apostles to the present times. 

Q. 32.— Has it been clearly proved by Romanists, that the 
K Church of England lost the Apostolical Succession in her Secession 
from their Communion ? 

It is very true that Papists charge our Hierarchy with hiring 
lost the Apostolical Succession, but it is only because they wish to 
qut off the Succession of other Churches by arrogating all Succession 
exclusively to themselves. The arguments which they adduce in 
support of their assertions are these: first, that as there can be 
no lawful Ordination but by imposition of hands, and that as the 
Bishops of the Church of England derived their Ordiuation from 
the Church of Rome, therefore, having become Schismatics by their 
separation from her Communion, they forfeited that power, and 
could not convey it to others; hence, they infer that the Bishops, 
Priests, and Deacons of the Church of Eugland in the present day 
are not lawful Bishops, Priests, and Deacons. Secondly, they 
contend that the Form used in the Ordinal of the Church of 
England is incomplete, because in the Ordination of Priests, instead 
of saying, «• Receive thou power to offer sacrifice to God, and to 
celebrate Mass both for the living and the dead," the Church of 
England uses a Form which merely imports a power to " dispense 
the Sacraments," which any Deacon may do; hence tbey infer, 
that because the power of consecrating, or " making the Body and 
blood of Christ present," is essential to the Priesthood, and that 
the Form used by the Church of England not expressing it, conse- 
quently does not give it, therefore, that it wants one essential 
requisite to the Priesthood, and those that are ordained by it are 
not true and lawful Priests. Thirdly, that the Matter of the 
Ordination of the Church of England is not Canonical, and conse- 
quently that her Clergy are not Canonically ordained.* Fourthly, 

* It would he tedious to notire here the numberless idle ceremonies prescribed by the Ordinal 
of thi- Church of ir»in. T for flu 1 Conserrutian and Ordination of her Bishops, Priests, Deacons, 
Scilnteacorta, fistfrdttij ftpadurs, Acolythists, and Sacristans, especially of the first twos 
■areW if every Ordinal which due* not conform to the Pontifical of the Chnrch of Rome be 
itjttatSMllY defective, that ftf the Chnr-jh of England most certainly is, for we find in it no 
mention made i»f the Untiled taj-M : irrels of wine, gilded and silvered loaves, napkins, 
nnoiiitinir of the head, and of the palm.t and thumbs of the hands with chrism, the blessing 
and crinkling- of the pastoral *tatf, Hug-, cross, mitre, gloves, and sandals with holy water, 
orevuu of a partarafatnlT, ring, ovat, mitre, gloves, or sandals, as essential to the Conse- 
cration of a Prelate, nor of the wttLptiiiiff round the hands of the Priest with clean linen, &c 
to t»f nothing of the kte*iug uf aaada, the repeated signing of the cross, and prostration of 
thehW fcc' In the Ordinal of the Church of England all these unprofitable ceremonies 
have been abolished, and notlilng prescribed but imposition of hands. 
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H is objected that the Clergy of the Church of England since the 
Reformation have not passed through the necessary inferior Orders 
of Sacristan, Reader, Exorcist, AcoUjthist, and Subdeacon, but 
that they are at once admitted to that of Deacon; which (say 
Romanists) is as defective as if they were to be admitted to the 
Order of Priest without passing through that of Deacon, or of 
Bishop without having been previously ordained Priest ; because, 
therefore, the latter practice would (according to the acknowledgment 
and profession even of the Church of England herself,) necessarily 
annul such Ordination, they infer, that the omission by the Bishops 
of the Church of England of the former usage and custom must, on 
the same principle, annul every Ordination conferred by them since 
the Reformation. Finally, it is objected against the validity of 
the Priestly Orders of the Church of England, that they are 
conferred by those who are hot Bishops, that is, that the Bishops 
of the Church of England are not Bishops ; for Dr. Matthew Parker, 
the first consecrated Archbishop of Canterbury, was consecrated to 
that high office by those who were no actual Bishops > of any See, 
but by two Bishops Elect only, and another quondam only;* and, 
therefore, that those whom he afterwards consecrated Bishops were 
not lawfully consecrated, and those whom those Bishops ordained 
Priests and Deacons were unlawfully ordained such* Such are the 
arguments employed by Papists to prove that the -Clergy of the 
Church of England have lost the Apostolical Succession ; but it 
will appear upon examination that they prove nothing. For, in 
reply to the first, it is only necessary to observe that the conferring 
of Orders gives no power of Jurisdiction to him, or them, by whom 
they are conferred, over him, or them, on whom they are con/erred; 
for if so, the Bishop of Rome being always consecrated by the 
Bishop of Ostia, therefore, the Bishop of Ostia is above the Bishop 
of Rome, but this no Papist is willing to admit ; in charging, 
therefore, the Clergy of the Church of England with the derivation 
of their Orders from the Church of Rome, and inferring the 
forfeiture of those Orders by their separation from that Church, 
the Papist must either admit all the conclusions derived from his 
premises, (of which the pre-eminence of the Bishop of Ostia over 
the Bishop of Rome is one,) or he must give up those premises 
altogether. Nor let it be forgotten that the Ohnteh of England 
derives her Orders from tho Church of Rome, not as from the 
Fountain, or Original of Ordination, but as from the Conduit, or 
means of conveyance; and, therefore, that if the Orders of the 
Church of Rome be good and valid, the Orders of the Church of 
England must be good and valid also; and, consequently, that the 

* The^Prelates who consecrated Archbishop Parker were, Dr. Wra. Barlow, late Bishop of 
Bath and Wells, at that time Elect Bishop of Chichester; Dr. John Scory, hv<» Bishop of 
Chichester, at that time Bishop Elect of Hereford ; Dr. Miles Corerdale, lftto Bfchop of 
Exeter; and Dr. John Hodgkins, Bishop's Suffragan. 
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Cfiiiffch of England has as gretft a fight tof all Jfpo#&tic&?8uc4»s$lo* 
fts the Church of Rome hers; for the Bishops etf the Church of 
England arc trne and lawful Sticees'snrS to thdtfg thai hare preceded 
them, having been elected, eonsecrated, confirmed* and admitted 
to their Sacred Office 1 in ad effectual a manner a* fheir Predecessors 
were; and, therefore, by departing from tlieerfors and superstitions 
of their Predecessors, (whom they succeeded in office not in error,) 
they did by no means lose that power whfch Was edtrtniitted to thet* 
by those Predecessors, but are still id a capacity to eoilVey the 
same to others. Hence we may infer, taat the Bishops of the 
Church of England beitig legally possessed of, and hating duly* 
constantly, and regularly exercised the pewef of Ordination, the 
Orders conferred by thenl by virtue of eufeh porter, are to all intents 
and purposes good and valid, and, therefore, the Chtirch of tiftgland 
cannot, in this respect, be Charged With having lost the JipfMMolittU 
Succession. But, secondly, it is objected that the Ordhml ef the 
Church of England is incomplete* and) therefore* that all those* 
who have been Ordained by it are imperfectly Ordained. No-Wit 
is very certain that the Ordinal of the Church of England tome* 
nearer the Primitive Form by eight hundred years thim the Etomttti 
Pontifical. It is true that the Ordinal of the Church of England 
does not express, and consequently does not give te the Priest 
Ordained by it a power of Consecrating or " making the body and 
blood of Christ present/ 1 because the Church of England does not 
believe the communication of such a power as in any respect 
essential to the conferring of the Priestly (or Presbyteral) Order* 
In the most ancient Rilual that Morlnus (a Romish Priest) eonlsl 
find about the middle of the sixth century, there is no mention irt 
th4 Prayer of Consecration of tiny such power: the first RiMal that 
Mentions it* is one composed about the year 900, compiled by 
some near Rome, in which the Rite of delivering the Vessels, with 
these words, " Receive power to offer sacrifice to God v ami to* 
celebrate Classes," &c. is first introduced; and yet eveu that w 
wanting in a Ritual of Bellay, written A. 1>. 1063, so that it was 
Hot antversally received for nearly tin age after it was first inserted* 
-Hence it will appear that no Form of Ordination was so essential, 
but that tbe Church may alter it, add introduce another in He 
(dace; and if that other be apposite and fit, there is bo oflenctf 
feommitte^ by the alteration, much less such a one as tatalufotes 
the Orders so conferred. New because in the Ordiuatrons of tbe 
Primitive Church, for a period of nine hundred years after Christy 
there was no pofrer of consecrating Christ's body and blood expressly 
given in the Forms and words of Ordination, thetefore, if l*e want 
of such words annuls the Ordinations of the Chtireb of Engtaud, it 
will do the same to all Roman Ordinations; consequently, there 
Vvere no true Orders in the Church of God until the latter Rites in 
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the Roman Pontifical were invented ; and therefore the Orders of 
•the Church of Rome are not true, because they descended from 
Persons not Ordained according to the Form of the Roman Ordinal, 
find consequently not truly Ordained. Again, the practice of the 
Crreeit Church (as was noticed by a former Bishop of Venice,* 
treating of the matter and form of Orders,) favours that of the 
Church of England, for her Prelates, when they Ordain, confer no 
-such power; but laying their right hand on the Priest's head, oidy 
eay, " the grace of God that always heals things that are weak, 
nnd perfects things that are imperfect, promote this very Reverend 
Deaeon to be a Priest; let us, therefore, pray for him, that the 
grace of the most Holy 'Spirit come upon him:" then those that 
•assist say thrice for him, ''Kyrie Eieison :*' then the Bishop, 
making the sign of the cross, pr$ys for the grace of <*od on the 
Priest thus -Or Gained, balding his hand all the time over his head; 
and then putting the Priestly vestments on him, gives him the kiss 
of peace, which is also done by the rest of the Clergy there present. 
Moreover hi the Rituals of the Maronites, N.estorians, and 
Copht bites, (all of which ftlorinus, a Romish Priest, proves are 
held good and valid by the Church of Home,) there is no such 
power given in the words of Consecration ; their Forma being almost 
the same -with those used in the Greek Church, whose Orders also 
are allowed. Tims it is evident that the Form of the Ordinal of 
*be Church of England is not incomplete, and, therefore, that oil 
4his nee omit o«ly, her Orders are not imperfect, that is, they are 
perfect, and consequently .valid, But it is objected against the 
Church of England, thirdly, that 4he Matter of her 'Ordination is not 
Canonical, and, consequently, *hat her Clergy are not Canouicatiy 
Ordained, although her Form of Ordination is that used by Christ 
and His Apostles. Now we .find by the most ancient Rubric iu the 
fourth Council of Carthage, t that "when a Priest is Ordained, the 
Bishop blessing him, and laying 'bis hand on his head, all the 
Priests that are present shall likewise lay their hands on his head, 
about jthp Bishop's hand y" wherein it is manifest, that the Impo- 
sition of hands, and the Bishop's 'blessing, were all the Matter 
and Form of these Orders. Moreover in the Greek, Maronian, 
'Nestorian, and Cqphthiau Churches, imposition of hands with a 
Prayer for Grace, and a Blessing, were considered sufficient for 
Ordination, agreeably to the practice of the Apostles ; J • Indeed 
the very doctrine and practice of the Church of Rome Necessarily 
imply 'that the 'Essentials of Ordination remain still in the Form, 
used by the Church of England ; for by the maxims of the Schools, 
there must be Matter and Form in every Sacrament ; the Matter 
being some outward aud sensible action or thing, and <the Form 
being the words applied to that action or thing which sanctify it 

■— _. ,_ ■ — . — : — -i— a. 

• See his " Discourse sur le6 Ordrea Sacres." f Cone Carth. Can. S. 

1 Actofi.6: 4ctexiii8j xiv.3. (where •« ordained" is literally "laid ban* on tfaenv") 

\ Tim. ir. 14 j v. 22; 2 Tim. L 6. 7. 

V % 
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and give the character, when (as the Romanists say) the indelible 
character is impressed; which they believe to be done by Orders. 
Now the Imposition of hands is held to be the Matter by almost 
every Roman Coutrovertist, as is acknowledged by Cardinal 
Bellarmine,* Vasques, and iudeed most Schoolmen ; and the Council 
of Trent determined that Priests received their Orders by the 
Imposition of hands, for, in treating of Extreme Unction, they 
decreed t that "the Minister of it was either the Bishop or Priesyt 
lawfully Ordained by them, by the Imposition of the hands of the 
Presbytery ;" and Cardinal Bellarmine proves, both from the 
Scriptures and the Fathers, that the Imposition of hands must be 
the Matter of this Sacrameut ; the Form of their Ordination must 
be the words joined with it in their Pontifical, viz. " Receive the 
Holy Ghost," as the Council of Trent clearly declares;} indeed 
Pope Innocent expressly assorted that "Be thou a Priest" was a 
sufficient Form in itself. We may, therefore, infer that neither is 
the Form nor the Matter of the Ordinations of the Clergy of the 
Church of England imperfect, and, therefore, that her Clergy are 
not, on this account merely, imperfectly Ordained. In reply to the 
fourth objection against the Ordinations of the Church of England, 
that, as her Clergy, since the Reformation, have not passed 
through the necessary interior Orders of Sacristan, Reader, Exorcist, 
Acolythist, and Subdeacon, but are at once admitted to that of 
Deacon, Ordination conferred by our Bishops since the Reformation 
is necessarily annulled. Now let it net be forgotten that the 
inferior Degrees of Subdeacons, Acolythists, Exorcists, Readers, 
and Sacristans, are neither of Divine, nor of Apostolical Institution, 
like those of Bishop, Priest, and Deacon : for the Scripture makes 
not the slightest mention of them ; St. Clement, St. Ignatius, St. 
JPolycarp, Justin Martyr, and Irenaeus, say nothing about them; 
. they were unheard of until about the beginning of the third century. 
In the Greek Church they have no inferior Orders but those of 
Subdeacon and Reader. St. Cyprian is the first in the Latin Church 
that speaks of these inferior Orders, but even then they were not 
looked upon as necessary, much less was there a certain number of 
years determined for ev^ry one of them until the Pope* decreed it, 
viz. Before any one can be a Priest, he should be five years a 
Reader and Exorcist, and fourteen years an Acolythist and Sub- 
deacon. Moreover we find many other Orders mentioned which 
are not now used, as " 'Ao-xuTaJ" (Ascetics); and^St. Jerome 
Bpeaks of " Fossarii," (Diggers of Craves,) whom he calls the fftst 
* 6rder of Clergy ; and we also find mention made of " the Keepers 
Vf the Martyrs,"§ who kept the Vault wherein Martyr's bodies 
were deposited in those Churches erected to their jionour ; the 
Romau Church herself had also the Order of "Singers" for several 

• B«IL de Sue Ord. cap. 8. f Cap. de Eztr. Unci \ deSac. OrCI. Cftd. * 

\ Vida VU. Pontif. la " Vita Silmtri." 
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ages,* which Order is now laid aside. There was, therefore, no 
settled decree respecting these inferior Orders; some were received 
in one Church, and not in another— generally received in one age, 
and laid aside in another; and, therefore, there is no obligation in 
the Church of England to continue them still. Moreover as the 
number of these Orders was different, so the manners of ordaining 
were not the same: in the Eastern Church they were, (and are to 
this day,) conferred by Imposition of hands, which was perhaps 
taken from the Jews, whose custom it was to give all Offices with 
that Rite: but in the Western Church they were conferred by the 
delivery of a Book, Vessel, or Instrument, that related to their 
Function, which was probably taken from the Roman custom of 
granting Offices by the delivery of something that belonged to it, 
as Trajan made the prefects by giving them a sword, &c.; therefore, 
•it is very clear that these Orders were only of Ecclesiastical 
Institution, so that the want of them cannot be charged npon the 
Church of England as an essential defect, and, therefore, she had 
as good authority to lay all these aside, as other Churches had to lay 
down sometimes one, and sometimes more of them. Even in the Church 
of Rome, although they are still retained, yet all (except the Subdea- 
con's) are retained only for the sake of Form; because Acoljthists, 
Exorcists, Readers, and Sacristans, never discharge any part of 
the Service that belongs to their Office; and Exorcisms are quite 
taken out of the Exorcist's hands, and performed only by Priests ; 
therefore, this objection amounts to nothing. Finally, (as we have 
already seen,) it has been objected against the validity of the 
Priestly Orders of the Church of Eugland, that she has received 
them from those that are not Bishops, that is, that the Bishops of 
the Church of England are not Bishops. Now Archbishop Cranmer 
was a Bishop, as truly consecrated and iuvested as any of the 
Roman Church were, and was confirmed by the Pope, who sent 
him the Pall; indeed the Romanists of that day acknowledged him 
' to be such, or why did they degrade him with the usual ceremonies 
before bis Martyrdom? Because, therefore, Archbishop Cranner 
' was the Fountain of our Clergy that succeeded him, and because 
he was truly consecrated himself, therefore, all those whom be 
Ordaiued, are (according to the Doctrines even of the Church of 
Rome) Bishops, or Priests, for Orders, according to thur Doctrine, 

• leave an indelible Character, which can never be taken- away ; so 
that no following Sentence could deprive him of the power of 

• Ordination. Again, Bishop Ridley, and the other Bishops of King 
Edward's days, were Ordained Priests by the Church of Rome, 
and were acknowledged to be such by that Church when she degraded 
them at Oxford, before they suffered; if they were then Priests, 

- there is no reason why they should not be Bishops ; for in this 
. matter, we must inquire most carefully what they were; for if they 

lSn M Hittorhim' Collection of Writer* on Roman Ritual*," and tht " Ordo Roman u»." 
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irere boik Flriesta a*d Bishop*, and if the Forma by wbich tbejr 
Ordaieed others retained every essential requisite, then all those 
who are (derived from them are also true Priests and Bishops; and 
as to -the Form by which they Ordained others, it has been proved 
to he conformable to the practice of our blessed Saviour, to the 
practice of hie holy Apostles, aad of tfee Primitive Church, to the 
practice of the Greek Church to this day, and to the doctrine and 
practice ^ven of the Church of Borne, in which the Consecration of 
a Bishop is made with these words, " Receive the HoJy-Gfaeat/' 
with Imposition of Wands, and prayer.— Bat it is contended that 
the first Protestant Archbishop of Canterbury (Dr. II ait hew Parker) 
waa not eonaeerated by Actual Bishops of any See, but by two Elect 
only, and aoother quondam only. Now let it be remembered that 
Dr. Matthew Parker was not the first Protestant Archbishop of 
Canterbury, for Graumer was both a Protestant, and Archbishop 
of Canterbury. If, however, it be objected, thai none can install 
a Bishop hi a Jurisdiction above himself; (that is, that Inferiors 
cauflot irwest any oae with a superior Jurisdiction,) the Popes, 
there are, can have none legally, because they reoeive fthetr's from 
the Cardinals who are inferior to them in Jurisdiction, :a*d #8 much 
their Saifragaas as Dr*-Hodgins was the Archbishop of Canterbury^ 
Suflk»ga-n; wlueh conclusion holds good also in .all Patriarchal 
Consecration* ; or if oar opponents insist upon their being Elect 
onJy to the Sees of other Bishops, and 'that one of tihem had no 
See at all; I would inquire if when St. Atharoasius mas banished 
from Alexandria, And another ttomdwated to -that Digiwty:; \or when 
JLiberiufi was banished ttorae, and Felix ((whom liomaoists nek now* 
ledge<te have been a lawful Bishop) put-in this place: they had Ordained 
Pwests and'Bisbops, would their Orders have been null and void, 
because they were violently throat out of their &ees# Persecution 
might make the glory of Ecclesiastical function shine am »re brightly, 
hut ii-cau mever be imagined to strip them of l heir character, and 
to disable them from (exercising the office of their function. Now 
there are two .things to be considered in the consecration of ia 
Primage; the one as, the giving him tbe«Order <af a (Bishop; "the 
other is, the iu vesting him with the Jurisdiction of a Metropolitan. 
As for the former, all Bishops are equal in Order, none has mote 
no r less tbatuanofcher ; therefore, any Bishop duly consecrated, bow 
small soever .his Diace6e may be, is no less ia Bishop tth&a tbe 
greatest ; the Bishop of Man is a Bishop as well as the Archbishop 
ei Canterbury; because, then, the Cousecratocs of Dr. Matthew 
Parker weue Bishops by (their Order, therefore, they had sufficient 
power and authority 4o consecrate him; by which it appears <that 
there can be uo question made of his being truly a 33idhop-«r»Aird 
as for his Jurisdiction, two things are also to be considered : Che 
one i8,;the Jurisdiction, annexed to thatSee; the othei is, b»beiug 
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property invested wlta it. "Now, fttthottgfa H ha* been proved* that 
Office* af* Always more ancient 4!ron the names by which they are 
tailed, add, therefore) that the Jurisdiction of M etropefttatt* atrd 
Primates* (at least in substance) might have existed in tfhe (earliest 
Apostolic*) ages, although not tirstftigatshed by the names by which 
they were feabsequeotly known, especially when it is considered that 
k ts fry too means necessary for the Scriptures to mention every one 
of the Offices and Degrees of the Church, but only those which 
were essential to its Being as a Church, viz. Bishops, Presbyter*, 
and 2taw0ft#» to which indeed the other Offices are only accessory 
tod appendant; moreover, although it is certain that there did 
exist a great diversity of Offices and Degrees in tire ApostoHeal 
Chttrch, as We meet with mfttiy distinguishing appellations iu the 
New Testament appropriated to the Primitive Clergy, as Apostles^ 
Mishdp*>t Prophets,^ Presbyters^ Evangelists,^ Preachers^ 
&ew*n$i** Teaehwfr Heips^lf &c. ; and St. Paul himself in- 
allusion to these several Degrees and Offices, writes, ''God hath set 
sutne'ln the Church; first, A post fee $ secondarily, Prophets ; thirdly. 
Teachers \ after that, Helps, &c. ; are all Apostles? are all 
Prophets! are all Teachers 1 are all Workers of Miracles V &c.tt 
it matt, nevertheless* be admitted by our Romish opponents, that 
the Jurisdiction of Metropolitans and Primates is not distinctly of 
Divine Institution, although exceedingly ancient, because all- the 
Jurisdiction that a Bishop has by Divine Institution is confined to 
the Clergy and Laity in his own Diocese. We are indebted to the 
Canons and Practice of the Primitive Church immediately succeeding 
the age of the Apostles, rather than, perhaps, to the Apostles 
themselves for the introduction of this farther Jurisdiction over t he- 
Bishops of a District, or Province; in which notion we cannot but 
be to&irmed by the consideration that the Offices of Primate and 
Metropolitan (necessarily implying degrees of Bishops, one kind of 
Bishops being superior to Presbyters only, another kind having 
Pre-eroinesce over Bishops themselves,) could not so well have 
Suited the condition of Christianity during the Apostolical age* 
when there were but few converts, as it might that whirh it neces- 
sarily assumed in the succeeding age when it was advanced into fe 
(bore numerous Society; and moreover that the extensive Jurisdiction 
©f Primates and Metropolitans might, in many instances, have so 
interfered With the arrangement of Civil Polity as to farm, in some 
heathen countries, a considerable obstacle to the progress and 
reception of the religion itself. In doubting, however, wbether ttto 
Jurisdiction of Primates and Metropolitans be of Divine Institution, 
I must not be supposed to doubt whether the Institution itself be 
beneficial te. >tbe Christian Church, because 1 am fully persuaded 

#£tf*t.4e. t*-fc<*.*iL*9. t 1 Tito. fli. 1 ilCfcr.xii.S9. H 1 Tim. y. VJ 

f STim.iy.5. |JB8Tiin.Lil. ♦* 1 Tim. iii. a ft l^or. xH.39. ~ 
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that from the necessity of the freqaeut Assembling of Bishops, ant 
their concurrence iu public Ecclesiastical matters, (as for the 
consecration of Bishops, the removal of common and general 
corruptions and abuses, judicial audience, the heariog of the appeals 
of the inferior Clergy against their Bishops, or when appeals are 
made from their sentence by any who may consider themselves 
wronged, &c.) it is indispensably necessary that one Bishop should 
have a Pre-eminence above the other Bishops to oversway them, 
without which deliberations and Councils would seldom be forwarded, 
and Assemblies would constantly be in danger of breaking np with 
contention. 1 only mean to infer, that as the Jurisdiction of 
Primates and Metropolitans cannot be proved to be of Divine 
Institution, all that can be alleged against the Primacy, and 
Metropolitan Jurisdiction of Archbishop Parker amounts to nothing; 
for it is pretty evident that their Jurisdiction arose chiefly by 
custom upon the division of the Provinces of the Roman Km pi re, to 
which those countries in which the Gospel was first preached were 
principally subject, the dignity and celebrity of Mother-cities being 
respected in order lo determine who should be Higher (or Arch) 
Bishops, (i. e. Primates and Metropolitans,) and who Inferior 
Bishops ; the civil dignity of the place being considered a sufl&cieut 
reason why one Bishop should be preferred before another.* Thus 
it was that Metropolitan Bishops became Provincial Archbishops 
and Primates,t the Councils of Nice, Constantinople, Ephesus, 
and Chalcedon, only approving of what in this respect they found 
already practised ; and the Kings in the Western Church shortly 
afterwards followed the same example, giving similar Pre-eminences 
to Sees, according to the Original Dignity of the Towns, whence 
the dignity of the See of Canterbury arose, having been first erected 
by King Ethelbert. The second thing in Episcopal Institution ia 
the Installing or Enthroning the Metropolitan: now it is very. 
evident from Antiquity, (and no one ever questioned it,) that this 
was always performed by the Bishops of the Province, of which we 

+ It was enstomary with the Romans, when they had subdued Foreign Nations by war, to 
make them Provinces, that is, to place Roman Governors over them, who might rule them 
according to the laws and customs of Rome. To effect this the more easily, they divided the. 
whole country into different Parts, in each of which Parts there was some one city to which 
those who lived in that Part resorted for justice, &r. Each of these Parts was termed a 
Diocese, and, strictly speaking, contaioed Part of a Province; as for example, when 
Macedonia was subdued, the Roman Governor, by an Order from the Roman Senate, divided 
it into four Dioce»e* t vis. Amphipolis, Thessalonica, Pella, and Pelagonia; of these, 
Thessalonica was the chief, and in it the highest Governor of Macedonia had his seat, on 
which account the three other Diocese* were in that respect inferior to it» as Daughters to • 
Mother-city ; for this Title of" Mother-city" was not given to every city of justice, bat was 
peculiar to those cities' only in which Principal Courts were kept ; thus Thessalonica was 
the " Mother-city" in Macedonia, Ephesas in Asia, and Carthage in Africa, as Justinian 
affirms; (Just lib. i. Tit. 27. B. 1. Sect 1. 2;) and the Governors, Officers, and Inhabitant* 
of those " mother-cities" were called for the sake of distinction, " Metropolites," that is. 
Mother-city men. (Vide Ep. Cic ad Attic, lib. v. and Ep. la item. L observ. D. de Officio 
FroconsulisetLegati.) 

f See Petrui de Marcs, Abp. of Paris, de Concor. lap. tt Saeer. 
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have unquestionable proof in the famous decision of the Council of 
Ephesus, in the case of the Cypriotic Bishops, when, upon the 
pretension of the Patriarch of Autioch,* the case was examined, 
and it was found that he had never been accustomed to Ordain 
Bishops there; and, consequently, the rights of the Bishop of 
Constantia, the Metropolitan, were confirmed to him by that General 
Council. Indeed not a single instance can be produced in the first 
three ages of a Metropolitan coming to be Ordained by a Patriarch, 
as was afterwards appointed for the sake of Order ; which appears 
more evident from a Canon of the Council of Orleans, by which it 
was decreed, t " that in the Ordination of Metropolitans, the ancient 
custom should be renewed, which was generally neglected and lost \ 
that a Metropolitan being elected by the Bishops of the Province^ 
with the Clergy and the People, should be Ordained by all the 
Bishops of the Province assembled together;" which decree was 
made A. D. 558. Thus Bishops, although subject to the Jurisdiction 
of their Metropolitan, might Ordain him ; and, consequently, 
Archbishop Parker was lawfully consecrated to the See of Canterbury. 
We may, therefore, infer that the arguments brought by Romanists 
to prove that the Clergy of the Church of England have lost the 
•Apostolical Succession are weak and groundless. 



INFERENCES FROM THE PRECEDING ARGUMENTS. 

Because it has been proved that Diocesan Episcopacy, (with the three Orders 
Of Bishop, Presbyter, and Deacon,) was instituted by our. blessed Saviour 
Himself, adopted and practised by His holy Apostles, and uninterruptedly 
maintained by the whole Catholic Church for a period of fifteen successive 
centuries, (until in 'some few places, reluctantly abolished by those whom a 
painful necessity compelled to substitute in its place a Form of Church Polity 
originally invented by a branded, notorious, and an interested heretic— Alius,) 
therefore, it is a very dangerous presumption in any one to separate from a 
Church, governed by the former Divine and Apostolical Form, and betake 
himself to the latter unscriptural invention : and because, it has been proved 
that an Apostolical Succession is essential to the validity of the Ministerial 
Functions, and that the Clergy of the Churcn of England are in possession of 
that Apostolical Succession, therefore, the Ministration of the Clergy of the 
Church of England ought to be attended not only in preference to, but to the 
entire exclusion of, the pretended Ministration of all those who can lay no 
claim to that Apostolical Succession. 
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" ftold fast the form of sound words — If any man consent not to wh'ofesoiril 
words, be is proud, knowing nothing, but doting about questions and strifes 6f 
words, whereof cometh strife* failings, and perverse dfepAtings of men." 

Si, Paul. 

u A small Church or Sect may do without a Form for a while. But a* 
National Liturgy is that which preserves a relic of the true Faith among the 
people in a large empire. Woe to the Church which has no Liturgy! Witness 
the Presbyterians in the Wes: of England, and some other Sects, who are said 
to have become Arians or Socinians to a.man,. The Puritans of a former age 
did not live long enough to see the use of an English Formulary." - 

Buchanan* 



Obj. — "Thirdly, 1 dissent from the Church of England, 
on account of her stated imposition of a Form of Prayer, 
not only because I can find no warrant in Scripture Jor 
the ilie af a Form of Public Devdtiori, but because I 
consider all Porms both unnecessary ana pernicious*" 



Q. 33.— By tvftat arguments do you prove that the Imposition 
©/* a form of Prayer is hot unscriptural, nor unnecessary and 
pernicious! 

The Kingdom of Satan is shaken by nothing more than by the 
JttilHic devont prayers of the Church of Christ ; because, therefore, 
that Great Enemy of Mankind is well aware that it would be a 
fruitless stratagem to endeavour to persuade men plainly and directly 
to condemn prayer itself, he has sought to bring the prayers of the 
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•Church into contempt, and thereby to weaken the force of every 
man's devotion towards them, by filling them with the strange 
conceit, that to serve God with a set Form of Prayer is " unscriptnrul, 
unnecessary, and pernicious." Now it cannot be un scriptural and 
<pernickms to worship God by a Form of Prayer, because God 
flinise&f composed the very Form of Words by which the Priests 
of His Jewish Church were to bless the People/* which He would 
not have deigned to do, if nothiug but extemporaneous Prayers had 
been acceptable to him : nor would Moses have composed his Hymn 
of Praise to God for the admirable victory gained by the Israelites 
over Pharoah, but as a precedent for the composition of Prayers 
in a certain set Form which might be frequently repeated, although 
the occasion of their being first composed could never occur again; 
for this very Hymn of Moses, {together with many others invented 
'Since,) afterwards formed a part of the ordinary Jewish Liturgy, 
which consisted partly of Hymns selected from the Holy Scriptures, 
and portly of Benedictions, Thanksgivings, and Supplications, 
(•penned by those twho at different periods had presided over the 
Jewish Synagogue,) being arranged in their proper places, either 
4o begin or end the Serviee of God, or introduced before, between, 
or after the readiug of the Law and the Prophets.-^To leave the 
practice of the Jewish Church (which was unquestionably opposed 
to extemporaneous Prayers) for that of the Church of Christ; in 
•which we are more immediately concerned, we read that the Disciples 
of John the Baptist, who (having been educated in the bosom of 
{jod's Church from their earliest infancy) could not possibly have 
toeen so ignorant as not to know how to call upon the name of 
•God, nevertheless received from their Master a Form of Prayer, 
which was used by none but themselves, so that they were knowii 
from others by this particular mark of distinction. The Apostles 
having observed this, requested their Heavenly Lord and Master 
to " teach them to pray, even as John tanght His Disciples ; A> in 
compliance with their request, and, as it were, purposely to prevent 
the fancy of extemporaneous and voluntary Prayers, He gave them 
one of His own composition, that it might not only remain as a 
part of the Liturgy of His Church, but serve also as a pattern by 
which to frame all other prayers. Now as our blessed Saviour 
could not have prescribed a Form of Prayer in plainer ant} more 
express Terms than by saying (as He did say) " When ye pray, 
say, 'Our Father,- &c.' "t so we have every reason to believe, (as 
aH 'Primitive Writers on the subject concur in assuring us) that 
the Apostles strictly adhered to this Form of Prayer, both in their 
Public and Private Devotions ; not that they by any means confined 
themselves to this Form only, (for it is evident from their Writings 
that they used other Forms also,) bur that they did use a Form,.> 
of which this 'Prayer of oar Lord constituted a part. For example, 

"= — t i ' ' : — - ■ . , ' . ■ ■ ■ ■ .. . .". ■■■ ■ ■ ■ " { y * |.. v , m» f » 

* Numb. tL S3. + Luke xl I, 
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mention is. made in the New Testament, that in certaiu prescribed 
Forms of Prayer, the whole Church or Congregation '• lifted up 
their voice with one accord"* which Form* must have been 
generally known Jo , the whole Church,, or Congregation, (and, for 
^hat reason, not extemporaneous Prayers,) or they couhl not have 
"lifted up their voice with one apewds" mention is also made in 
the New Testa mqn't pf Psalms ,anuY Hymns, as the Song oi the 
Virgin Mary, tlie^ong of Simeon^ ,the Song of Zecbarias, &Ci; in 
al Snsi' m lo which, the Apostle declares that he will *• sing^and. praiy 
with tlu- Spirit/ 1 ^iq Psalms and tlymns making melody *nt a the 
Lord; M t an J P^njms, and Hymns ar# such kinds, of Prayer as are 
not usually exit mpopaneaWf, but, a*re composed by* previou&xmedi- 
tat ion. Again, St. Pan] commanded, the Church of Corinth* and, 
therefore, all LVmncml.&hurehes, (for he assigns as a reason for 
the Church uf Corinth to. adqpt a.qustom, that *f be had so ordained 
in other Churches,"}) to take care that in their Religious Worship 
" all things were done to edifying."§ Now it /is impossible for any 
Provincial Church to see that this, be effected, unless it fmesoribe 
some certaiu Form for that purppse* But if every Minister of a 
Parish should he permitted to prescribe what be pleased iuihis own 
Congregation, although some perhaps might wisely and prudently 
observe, this Jlule, and see that all things in theWcjtrshipof God 
were,," done to edifying/' yet (considering the corruptions of human 
nature) we have great reason to fear that; others would not, at all 
events, the Church could not rest secure that all would; and, 
therefore, she must necessarily appoint some such Form to be used 
in all her Cp,ngregajfcms>> by which we may be fully assured, that 
"all things are done^o edifying,':' Now although it may be possible 
{which can never he expected) that all the Clergy in every Province 
should be as learned and pious as. they ought to be, yet it is 
impossible that every one of th$m individually should understand 
what is for.^hc edification of the people, so well as they could 
collectively. We may, therefore, infer that the only way by which 
this apostolical Rule can -bet observed, of doing " all things to 
eddying," is for tjhe Governors of every Church, and the whole 
Clergy ^ ,to assemble by their Representatives in a Synod, or Con- 
^ vocation, and ther^, nppn mature deliberation, to agree upon, some 
Vulpb Fprip, ^s they wy judge jto be accordwgito the Rule which 
the,jAppitjle ha# enjoined them. Now it cannot be doubted even 
ify bur, pissen tjjng Brethren, (at leasfc by Lhose-^of them Vho are 
conversant wit^, contemporary waiters,) „but that the Primitive 
.Cnrfsfians usexj certain, Liturgical Forms, galled by them i' Solemn 
Prayers/ " Co«miqn Prayers," and "Constituted Praycifs;" and 
as it is exceed Ljig^inipr^habiei that at sq early, a period they should 
have ventured io t introduce J^CWW^fftftPrayeii^i^ ajcentrary practice 
bad prevailed (U$ingJ^^qstoiic^^#eiw,m^ so 

• Acts it. 24 t lCor,xi?. 15; Ephes.y.W. J 1 Cor, xvi. 1. \ lCor.xif.8Q, 
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we may infer from the earl}* and unanimous adoption of, exclusive 
adherence to, and perpetual continuance of those Forms, in pre- 
ference to extemporaneous prayers, that the Apostles themselves 
worshipped by the use of a precomposed Form only, even if we 
had not the authority of Scripture to favour such an opinion* la 
addition, therefore, to the practice of the Apostles, we have the 
concurrent testimony, experience, and practice of the Universal 
Church in favour of a prescribed Form of Public Devotion, for 
T (although every Church has mot used the same Form, yet) we do 
not read, nor have we heard of any Church in the World, from the 
day* of the Apostles to our own times, which has not used some 
-Form or other. Nor can wc feel surprised at their use of a pre- 
composed Form, if we only contrast the numerous and inseparable 
-advantages of such a Form, with the inconveniences of indigested 
and extemporaneous Prayers. For, first, as we all find by experience 
how very difficult it is to impress any thing that is truly good, 
either upon ourselves, or others, and that it is rarely, if ever, 
effected without a frequent repetition of it, therefore, as we assemble 
• for public worship in order to be made holier, it is necessary that 
the same holy things be always inculcated and urged upon us in the 
. same words and expressions, which will imprint the things them- 
selves so firmly in our mind that nothing can obliterate them, 
- because they will occur upon all occasions: on this account, a 
stated Form of Public Prayer must be preferable to extemporaneous 
effusions, and much better calculated to improve and edify us. 
But, secondly, a Form of Prayer is an extraordinary assistance in 
exciting fervency in our public devotions ; and thereby in preventing 
. the confusion of extemporaneous Prayers, in which the Congregation, 
. being ignorant of each petition before they hear it, and having little 
or no time to join in it after they have heard it, are confounded 
between their attention to the Minister, and to their own devotion, 
. which is necessarily suspended until a petition be concluded ; but 
. before they can assent to it, or properly adopt it, that is, before 
they can address the same request to God for themselves, and from 
themselves, (for they must consider whether it be agreeable to 
sound doctrine, and proper and lawful for them to make use of,) 
their attention is called off to keep pace with what succeeds. Now 
by a prescribed Form of Prayer all this inconvenience is prevented ; 
for a Congregation, having the Form continually in their minds, 
being thoroughly acquainted with it, fully approving of every thing 
in it, and always knowing before hand what will come next, have 
nothing to do whilst they hear the words but to move their hearts 
and affections suitably to them, to excite their desire of those good 
things which are prayed for, to fix their minds wholly upon God, 
whilst they are praising Him, and so to employ, quicken, and 
elevate their Souls in performing their devotions to Him. Moreover 
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in all extemporaneous effusions, the minds of the hearers are 
necessarily held in continual expectation, and detained from their 
proper business, by the very novelty with which they are gratified. 
A Congregation may he pleased and affected with the prayers and 
devotion of tfceir Minister without joining in them ; in like manner 
as an audience oftentimes are with the representation of devotion 
upon the stage, who, nevertheless, come away without being 
conscious of baring exercised any act of devotion themselves. 
Finally, Joint prayer, (which, aurongst all denominations of 
Christians, is the declared design of "coming together,*') is prayer 
iu which all join >• and not that which one alone in the Congregation 
conceives and delivers, and ,of which the rest are merely hearers: 
for if we hear another pray in a prayer of bis own composition, or 
voluntary effusion, oar Minds are entirely bound up and confined 
to his words and effusions, and to his requests and petitions, be 
. they what they will ; so at the best we can pray but his prayer. 
-This objection seems fundamental, and is valid, even where tbe 
Minister's Office i6 discharged with every possible advantage and 
accomplishment. Tbe labouring recollection, and embarrassed or 
tumultuous delivery, of many extempore speakers, form an additional 
objection to this mode of public worship; for these imperfections 
are very genera"!, and give great pain to the serious part of a 
Congregation, as well as afford a profane diversion to the levity of 
tbe other part. But when we pray by a Form prescribed by the 
-Church, we pray tbe prayers of the whole Church of which we are 
Members, and which are common to the Minister and Congregation, 
to ourselves and to all the Members of the same Church ; so that 
we have all the devout and pious Christians who are in it, concurring 
and joining with us in them ; an advantage which no voluntary 
and extemporaneous payer can possess. In a ward, it cannot 'be 
more «• pernicious" or superstitious for a Congregation to worship 
God by a Form of Prayer, (which may be read, or learned by 
heart,) than by a Prayer composed extemporaneously; we utter 
both, both are ours, and the heart may speak both feelingly and 
devolionally; it is possible for our thoughts to stray from oar 
tongue in an extemporaneous Prayer, whilst it is possible for the 
heart to join with the tongue in a Form of Prayer learned by heart; 
if, therefore, we pray in spirit, and truth, it cannot be improper to 
pray either in our own words, or in borrowed words, and so rendered 
pur words. We may, therefore, assume it for granted that a Form 
of Prayer is neither " uu scriptural, uor unnecessary, nor pernicious:'** 

• It i&very certain {hat the.old Puritans, although they did not live long enough jo*feel,tbe 

necessity of, nevertheless did not object to a Form of Public Prayer as unlawful. Richard 

Baxter writes, " I have joined in the Common Prayer with as hearty fervency as afterwards 

I did with.otfwr Prayers. As Ions; *s J .had no prejudice against hVI.had no -stop in my 

. devotions/* (See Baxter's "Lifis And Times," Parti p. 13.) Afonojipr C&via loqe of the 

' most celebrated Continental Puritans) approved of a Fonn of Ecclesiastical Prayers, for in 



OWj~"lfettm*t', I Or** that Ife LUmrft ofth+Ctuffch 
df BmglMnd very closely tesemblee the Fi^pksfc Mass* 
Book; I also object to the length of its services, and to 
it* ditfisioh into shtnt Collects instead of bting one 
continued Prayer; ctitd I detMedly disapprove of the 
wain and unnecessary repetition in each Service of the 
Lord's Prayer, and to its numerous Responses, which 
ate used in no ottiet Ptotestdnt Chiifch. 1 see no reason 
tvhy the Apocryphal Books should be read publicly in 
her Churches* nor why the Psalms by a foolish custom 
should be recited alternately, and every month; and t 
object to the daily recital of the Nine Canticles, especially 
because five of them are exceedingly exceptionable; the 
firU y (" Te Deum") because selected verbatim from 
ihi Popish MiSsal, the setond (« Benedicite") becawti 
not selected from the Canonical Scriptures, and the 
remaining three, (" Magnificat, 9 ' " Nunc Dimittis," and 
*' Benedictus" ) because 1 consider them too personal 

• for any Congregation tti adopt." 



writing to the Protector of England, he declares " Quod ad Formulam Precum et Rituum 
fitelesiatitiflorum, eafoV probo at certa ilia extet, a* qua Pastoribas disdedere non Hceat> fct 
Functione su*: tarn, at consuhtfur quorandsm etropncitati et imperithto; o*«m, utcerfiu*; 
ita eonstet omnium inter se Ecclesiarum consensus," &c " As for a Form of Prayers and 
Ecclesiastical Rites, I greatly approve that there be a certain one extant, from which it 
Should be wtiawful for the Ministers in their Function to depart; both that by this means* 
provision may be made for the simplicity and unskilf trines* of some, and the consent at all 
.Churches among themselves may more certainly appear ; lastly that there may be a remedy 
for the desultory levity of some men, that still affect certain innovations ; as 1 have shown, 
that the Catliechirfm itself serves for this purpose. So, therefore, there ought to be 8 set 
form of Cathechism, a prescribed Form of Administration of the Sacraments, and of Public* 
Prayers." (See Calv. Epfet ad Prot Angl. Ep. 87.) Many highly respectable Independent 
Itinbters also have greatly commerfded the Liturgy of the Church of England: the late' 
tfr. Winter in reference to it as a Form of Prayer, declares that (although a KoneonformisV 
yet) he " enjoyed going to Church* because he devoutly joined in the Prayers of the Church 
of England; that his ralnd at times was so elevated by them, that he believed he could have 
received the summons of death with joy." (Jay's Life of Winter, p. 10.) That distinguished 
Oriental Sofcbia*, Dr. Morrison, who far also an independent Minister, whett applied to by 
his Chinese Converts to compose for their use a Form of Prayer, after repealed consideration, 
.of the subject, translated into Chinese the Liturgy of the Church of England, acknowledging* 1 
its decided superiority over every other Liturgical Form extant Nor are these" sentiments 
confined to Me independent Dissenters— the eloquent Robert Hall, a Irving Aittiposdotaptist 
Minister, has declared the Common Prayer Book of our Church to be " the first of all 
turinae ired Compositions," and the Morning Service in many Wesleyan Chapels, (and, I 
have been given tb understand, in all their Foreign Stations,) is conducted by the reading of 
the Liturgy of the Church of England. Indeed Mr. Watson, etae of the principal and most 
influential Ministers of the Wesleyan Connexion, writes, "the public opinion among us, in 
favour of the use of the liturgy, is so niucK increasing, that the probability Is, that In a few' 
years it will become tfce general mode of our forenoon service in all the large* ChapVls : aa 
iinprevabeiit greatly to be deeiredifcr the Lttut^," Ae. (See Watson's Observations on 

Southey, p. la&) 
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<?. 34 How do you refute the objection that " the Liturgy*/ 

the Church of England very closely resembles the Popish Mass 
Book?" 

The Liturgy of the Church of England resembles the " Popish 
Mass Book " neither in language, nor in sense. Not in language, 
because the one is performed wholly in plain English, the vulgar 
and common language of the Nation, which every one of the meanest 
capacity understands, and by which every one may be profited; 
whereas the other is composed in barbarous Latin, a language in 
many cases but little understood even by the Priest himself who 
reads it, and still less by any in the Congregation. Nor do they 
resemble each other in sense; for (to say nothing of the entire 
omission of all those Prayers in which the Romanist invocate the 
Virgiu Mary, Saints, and Angels, &c.) even those Prayers (but 
few in number) which are the same with those of the " Popish Mass 
Book/' are mostly derived from Prayer Books brought over during 
the Pontificate of Pope Gregory, no less than one ^thousand one 
hundred and thirty-four years ago, being old ones then, and 
much older than the errors of Popery were ; and even these were 
carefully corrected and revised both at and since the Reformation. 
It is true that these few have the misfortune to have been originally 
selected from the Popish Missal, but as they are faultless in 
themselves, (being all of them either expressly contained in, or 
unquestionably founded upon the Word of God,) there can be no 
possible objection to the retention of them ; because it would have 
argued a strange and even scandalous perverseness in the Church 
of England to have rejected them, as she could be justified in 
departing only from the corruptions of the Church of Rome, which 
she can be proved to have- entirely corrected, or cast off. The 
objection, therefore, of the resemblance of the English Liturgy to 
the Popish Mass Book is perfectly groundless, because if the latter 
afforded suitable Prayers, there was no reason whatever to compose 
new ones, unless we would hate them for the mere place in. which 
we found them, which would be about as reasonable as to throw 
away gold found in the Channel, merely because it was ill-laid, or 
to deny that Christ is the Son . of God, because that sacred truth 
passed through the mouth of a Devil.* 

Q. 35. — How do you defend the division of the Liturgy of the 
Church of England into short Collects, instead of being one 
continued Prayer] ' 

It would be very easy to make but one continued Prayer of the 
Morning and Evening Services of the Church of England by removing 
the conclusion of every Collect or Prayer, viz. " through Jesus 
Christ our Lord," and thus uniting every Prayer into one Prayer. 
But by so doing we should offer a manifest violence to the Prayers 

* Matt viii. 29 ' ' 
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themselves by renwmng that whi&s&uteea&^ren&eMhhm e&ectn&\ ; 
because as out Saviour bas not only assured us that " whatsoever 
we ask in His Name we shall receive," but has also directed us to 
make use of His Name iu all our Public and Private Devotions, 
and to pray for nothing but upon the account of His Name and 
Mediation for us,, therefore, the praying in tfce Name of Christ is 
the .only means whereby we can. pray with success, and the more 
frequently we mentiou His Name in our Prayers, the more effectual 
must they prove to His Heavenly Father. Nor is this "division 
of the (liturgy of the Church of England into short Collects'* 
without its advantages, for it not only contributes to inspire us 
with right conceptions of the Greatness and Glory of God, (which 
is certainly essential to the due performance of our Devotions to 
Him,) by making every "short Collect" or Prayer commence With 
particularising one or other of the Attributes and Perfections of the 
Almighty, which can be preserved in our minds more easily during 
the space of a short Prayer* than of a long one; but as it is difficult 
to, keep our minds long intent upon any thing, this arrangement 
also tends to banish coldness, distraction,. and illusions from the 
amotions both of the Minister and Congregation, because the more 
frequent breathing out their hearty concurrence by a simultaneous 
'<Aj]aen" at the conclusion of each Collect, or Prayer, by drawing 
off their,, aUe^iQJi aud relieving their thoughts, for a while (without 
w&ieji tih&Devutiqn of a Congregation cannot be uniformly sustained 
tMong,h*MJ)0 enables, them with greater ease, and less danger of 
distraction, after this temporary break, to direct and hind them 
with greater attention, devotion, and feiveuey. J would also add, 
that not only is the practice of the ancient Jews, (in whose Devotions 
W£ find a certain number of several . Prayers or Collects to be said 
together,) and of the Primitive Christians in favour of " short 
Collects," (amongst whom St. Chrysostom especially highly 'com- 
ments "short Collects with little distances between/') but' our 
blessed, Saviour Himself, who must certainly have known what Mod 
of Prayers were best adapted for His .Churchy composed His »iwn 
Prayer as a "short Collect." ' •, ;i ..<>•",/. 

Q* 36.— How do you defend the frequent repetition of 'the 
Lord's Prayer in the Morning and Evening Services of the Church 
of England? .v t , -.\ .«. .y 

U Gftpnot be reasonably .asserted that the Lord's Prayed is too 
frequently repeated in the Morning and Evening "Services -of the 
Church ef, England^ because , as the Litany. and'Gommunkw were 
formerly (afld indeed ought to be now) ^distinct itiarvites, and not 
united as in the present day, therefore, the Load's Prayer occurs 
but twice in the Morning and twice in the Evening Service,- once 
in the Litany, and once iu.. the Communion. Now tit > can not foe 
doubted but that it is our duty to use this Prayer in every sol emu 

a a 
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address to God, because our Sarioar toning commandfe* afft**9f 
it " whensoever we pray," (although Be has wot forbidcfeii Are tt$e 
of any other Prayer,) therefore, a less freqnent use of rt might 
probably render afl out other Prayers ineffectual ; whilst o» 9ht 
other hand, the freqnent use of it neecssariry inspires ft* with, ft 
confidence that we are asking nothing uf God but according ttt Bte 
own wftlj addressing Him iu His own words, and using at least 
' amongst bar other Prayers, one Prayer absolutely fwfect in HsM 
It is on this account, doubtless, that Tcrtnlhau and Sk Aogimtiate 
cali it "Orationem legitimam," or the Prayer which the Law of 
Christ had obliged Hrs Chnrch to use itr the same Form of WmA 
in which He Himself had delivered if; and St- Cynriar* writes, 
"seeing that we have an Advocate with the Father for owr flfttnt, 
when we who have sinned come to seek fur f»awron, let ns» allege 
titito God the word's which our Advocate has taught as. For stinSe 
His promise is our plain warrant that what wc ask m His. nartre we 
shall receive, most we not necessarily the rather obtain that for 
which we pray, if not only His name do countenance, bat also Hfe 
speech present oar requests."* The Chnrch of England, therefore, 
cannot be justly charged with using this div ire a nd perfect Form 
of Prayer too frequently ; the Primitive Church introduced it itito 
every one of her Services, (as St. Augustine has declared?;) for 
believing it to be not only the Fbnndbtion, but aFso the Perfection 
of all Prayer, (no Prayer being perfect without it,) she both begtth 
and concluded with it; in imitation of whvse laudable example the 
Church of England begins' her Service, and the Prayers after the 
Creed, with the Lord's Prayer r she also* begins with H in the 
Communion Service, nmV closes with it after the Lilany.t 

Q. 37. — For what reasons has the €hurch of England introduced 
Responses into her Service? 

First, that Hie consent of the Congregation to what is prayed 
for may thereby he declared, •because the promise of prevailing has 
been made only to this- unity and agreement of mind and voice in, 
Prayer ;f on which arcoant St. Basil declares, that even •• Prayer 
itself, not having those joining with it, is not itselV§ and St. 
Ambrose remarks, that •• it is impossible for the Prayers of many 
to dte,"|| that is, to b* despised or slighted. Secondly, because 
the introduction of Responses into Public Worship produces a 
grateful variety and different manner of address, which serve to 
quicken the devotion of the Congregation. Thirdly, because 

- ■ * " ' ■ ■'■ " ■ ' ■ * ' ' ■ V '■'■■ » '■ " ■ *<+ >• « ■*■ 

♦ Cypr. in Orat. Dora. 
♦ Although the Exhortation, Confession, and Absolution precede the Lord*s Prayer In bar 
present Liturgies, tftey did not hvthe Prfcyer Book of King Edward the Sixth, which beg** 
nUfch ti» Lord's Emyei. It may, however, still be said with propriety, that the actual 
Sopvice teg}"* with it % Rom. xx. G ; Matt, xviil. 19. 

S " Ko* avrn n ft^atuypy pun ^w^tw crvntfiuvsvlas" &c Basil. EpistUviti. 
t| " Maltordm Preoes impossible e#t vaarl" Ambros. L. de Pan. 
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fbspmsee secure the etteaftoo of the People, which (especially ia 
sacred things) is apt to wander; far by giving them a duty to 
perform, it readers them expectant and ready to perform it In a 
*wd, it wae a very aacient practice with the Jews to iutroduce 
llaspmses into their Services, and maey rnf the Fathers assure us 
that all the Primitive Christians imitated them wi this respect; so 
that there is i>o ancient liturgy which does not coutain such short 
and devout sentences as these complained of by our Dissenting 
Brethren, in which the People answered the Minister, and which 
were lor that reason called Responses. 

Q.$8.**-frhy does the Ckureh of England order the Apocryphal 
Book* to he read publicly in her Churches? 

The Church of England rloes not rader all the Books ef the 
.Apocrypha to be read, tor she requires no part of either Boak of 
Esdras, nor of the Maccabees, nor of the Book of Esther, nor of 
the Song of the three Christians, nor the Prayer of Af an ass oh ; net 
sloes ahe permit say part whatever of the Apocrypha to he read on 
the 8mn4ay, but only on the Week day, when but very few are 
♦present,* and even then (a» at all times} the second t/essen is 
Canonical Scripture. Moreover, if we recollect that mud) more 
ef the Canonical Scriptures ia read (besides the Psalms) evcu in 
those- Parish Churches which have not Prayers during ihe Weeks 
than in any one Dissenting Congregation in the Kingdom, the 
-Church of Bnglamd cannot be justly .charged with neglecting the 
Word of God, awd still less with offering disgrace to at, and exalting 
the Writings of Men above it, because she permits the reading of 
a -few Lessons from the Apocrypha. Slie has no where appointed 
the reatiiag of these Apocryphal Books as sacred Books, but -merelj 
As human Compositions on sacred subjects, " for example of tase 
and instruction of manners.' ' They are venerable for tlicir antiquity, 
•etudare highly valuable as such, because they throw very considerable 
Jight upon the phraseology of Scripture, and upon the history and 
manners of the East; tiiey contain many noble sentiments and 
useful precepts; their doctriue (at least of those parts which are 
permitted to be read in the Church of England) is excellent; their 
anrarrations are instructive; in a word, on account of their excellency, 
4fe#y deaecve to be ranked next to the Scriptures themselves* in 
appointing them, therefore, to be read publicly on Week days, the 
<€lMtrcii of England has only imitated the Primitive Church of 
(Christ in the earliest ages, which read them publicly under the 
Mame of Ecclesiastical Books; for by the term Apocryphal the 
#rk&itive Church understood other Books, which contained false- 
hoods and forgeries, dangerous to -Christian belief. Thus Rufiuns 
observes, " besides the Canonical Books we must know that there 

— __ » -■ ' ■ .a. 

* The Week days on which the Church of England has appointed the reading of the Apocrypha 
are only 48 ia number, vij. from September 28 to November 23. Sorely our Uiwefitiftg 
Bnrthira need not attend the Church on then 48 day*, beta* always wm fliyi. 

Aa 2 



19? 

are also other. Books, which our Forefathers did not usually call 
Canonical, but Ecclesiastical Books, as the Book of Wisdom** 
Ecclesia^ticus, Tobit, Judith, and the Maccabees, in the Old 
Testament; and in the New, the Book of Hermes, the Epistles of 
Clement, and others ; all which Books and Writings they ordered 
to be read in the Church, although not to be alleged, as if their 
authority did bind us to build our Faith upon them. Other Writings 
they called ApocrypJial, which they would not have read iu Churches* 
We have in this place thought good to mention these things delivered 
to us from the Fathers."* Moreover St. Jerome expressly declares). 
" that as the Church readetli indeed the Books of Judith, Tobit,: 
and the Maccabees, but does not. receive them among the Canonical 
Books, so also she may read these two Books, viz. the Book of 
Ecclesiastics, and the Book of Wisdom, both which are Apocryphal* 
for the edification of the People, but not to confirm the authority 
of the doctrines of the Church." 

Q. 39.— How do you defend the alternate and monthly recital 
of the Psalms of David, and the daily recital of the nine Canticles, 
especially of the five objectionable ones, viz. '• Te IJeum" 
" Benedicite," "Magnificat" "JVuncDimittis," Sf "BenedictusV 
The Greek Church appoints the reading of the Psalms once in 
every twenty days, which makes them difficult to N be found, and 
the Church of Rome once in every week, which makes this one part 
of the Service too long. The Church of England has avoided both 
these arrangements, and appointed them to be read every month, 
in order to render them, by frequent repetition, familiar to all. It 
is true that this is oftcner than the other parts of the Scripture** 
(although more of the latter is read every day than of the Psalms,) 
because the Psalms are finished twelve times during the year, and 
the Old. Testament but once, and the New but twice during the 
same period. But let it be remembered that the Psalms more 
briefly contain, and more pathetically (because poetically) express 
the choice and flower of every profitable thing in the other Books 
of Scripture ; and, t,hat there is nothing necessary to be known, 
done, or possessed, which the Psalms do not teach, by enumerating 
and celebrating all the attributes and operations of the Deity, and 
magnifying the sacred meditations and actions of holy meu. The 
alternate recital of the Psalms is a most commeudable practice, not 
only because it creates a bond of indissoluble love and inviolable 
friendship between the people towards one another, and in them 
all towards their Minister, and in their Minister towards every one 
of them, (because between both Minister and people so many Songs 
of Praise and Thanksgiving interchangeably pass in the hearing of 
God Himself, and of His holy Angels,) but because this practice 
stirs up each .other's zeal to the glory of that God whose name they 
magnify, and . aex v_as_ also to render the Congregation attentive, 

' * Rrtffimu'in Symbol. Apoat. apud Cypr. 
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whilst it aptly accords with the Apostolical Exhortation, " Speak 
to yourselves in Psalms and Hymus, and Spiritual Songs, singing 
and making melody in your heart to the Lord."* Indeed Socrates 
makes Ignatius the Bishop of Antioch in Syria, the first beginner 
of this alternate recital of the Psalter and of Responses, even under 
the Apostles themselves ;t St. Basil assures us that the Churches 
of Egypt, Libya, Thebes, Palestine, the Arabians, Phoenicians, 
Syrians, the Mesopotamia^, and in a manner all who reverenced 
the singing Psalms together, recited the Psalms alternately. The 
Syrians did so before it was adopted at Antioch, the mother Church 
of Syria, and consequently before St. Ignatius, or at least during 
his life. Ignatius suffered martyrdom in the reign of Trajan, and 
Trajan's Vicegerent affirms to that V*ta peror that the only crime he 
knew of the Churches in Pont us and Bithynia was, that they were 
accustomed to assemble together on a particular day, and to praise 
Christ with hymns, as a God, " secum invicem"% "with themselves 
by turns,§ as was the example of Moses and Miriam. "|| Ignatius 
is said to have heard the Angels praising God alter that manner,' 
and we have no doubt but that Isaiah did, as he writes, "1 saw 
the Lord on a high throne, and the Seraphim stood upon it, and 
one cried to another, saying, Holy, holy, holy, Lord God of Hosts, 
the whole woild is full of thy Glory." It is certain that the Psalms 
have been alternately recited in the Church for more than seventeen 
hundred years ; it would, therefore, be wrong to abolish a beneficial 
and Scriptural practice which all Christian Churches in the world, 
have received, and which so many ages have retained. Now as the 
Gospel concerns us much more than the Law, and the New Testament 
than the Old, so the Nine Canticles, "Magnificat," "Benedictus," 
•' NuncDimittis, ,, &c. areSongs which concern us much more than the 
Songs of David; for whilst the lattrr did but foresignify the future 
coming of Christ, (and therefore the Jews as well as ourselves could 
praise God with them,) the former announce his actual presence with 
praise and thanksgiving, and are for that reason the only sacred 
Hymns peculiar to Christianity, as well as the clearest testimony 
which Christianity possesses against the obstinate incredulity of the 
Jews, which is a sufficient warrant for their daily recital in the 
CHurch. But it is contended that five of these Canticles are 
exceedingly exceptionable ; viz. the "Te- Deum," because selected 
verbatim from the Popish JUissal, the " Benedicitc," because not 
selected from the Canonical Scriptures, and the " Magnificat," 
"Nunc Dimittis," and " Benedictns," because although fit and 
suitable in the mouths of the Blessed Virgin, Simeon, and Zecharias, 
yet they are too personal for any Congregation to adopt who have 
not received similar benefits. It is true, that the "Te Deum" is 
selected verbatim from the Liturgy of the Church of Rome, because 
— ■■ ■ — —■■--■■■■■ ■ ■ ■ i . rf. ■ 

* Eph. v. 19. f Socrat Hist Eccl. lib. yi. c. 8. J Basil. Epist 03. 

i Plin. Mcond. EpUt lib, Ex. p. 97. U Ezod. xr. 1. 21. 



whenever thai liturgy afforded suitable Canticles, there wt* "ne 
xeaeop toc<M»ppae new opes; and there can foe uo doubt that the 
"TeDeeju" is a suitable Canticle, not only because its couteuta 
jure sacaed and purely scriptural, but because it was partly composed 
«u the occasion of the reconversion of the greater part of this 
country (after fte relapse into heathenism) irom the worship of 
Stocks a«4 stones to the " Praise of the true Clod,, and. the ockeowr 
ledgtneat of the true Lord, whpm all the earth doth worship, tte 
father everlasting," The Church of England, therefore, was boned 
to retain this i^niicle, if merely on the score of gratitude, especially 
as it was received iutp the Romish Missal before the corruption of 
the Chuwh pf Heme, and becauee there was uo other reason for 
its rejection than the misfortune of its having a place in that 
JMissal, which {as has been already observed) would have been as 
jcaeouable as. to throw away gold found in the Channel becauee it 
lay in a dirty jriece, or to disown that Christ was the Son of God, 
because that truth passed the mouths of the Devils who confessed 
it Again* to quarrel with that very ancient Canticle " Benedicke," 
is nothing else than to quarrel with the words of divine Inspiration, 
for although it way not have heeu selected from tbe Cwnenictl 
Scripftur.es, yet it is an exact Paraphrase of Psalm cxlvjii. which 
Dav,jd sang so often upon earth, and which the holy Angels siug 
CMitfijuially in heaven, even " Hallelujah, praise the Lord." It wrts 
copied from the Jewish Liturgy, and very early inserted into the 
Christian; for being sensible of our own inability to praiae the 
Lord sufficiently, it is. our duty to call upon all the creatures iu 
the World, (as in this Canticle) to "bless the Lord, to praise and 
magnify Him for ever." Finally, the three -Can tides complained 
of as being too personal for a Congregation to adopt, are the 
inspired word of God, the language of the Holy Ghost, and tbe 
first l&vaugelkal Hymns in the New Testament, In starting this 
objiclipti, our Dissenting Brethren, 1 fear, need to be reminded 
hvw .expressly Hezekiah was commended tor his appointment, as 
ordinary Public Forma of Praise, of those very Songs of Thauksgiviug 
which David and Asaph had composed on certain particular 
occasions, for benefits which they themselves only had received, 
although the Church and People afterwards had jegeived no eiioh 
henc&ts. It is indeed unreasonable that the praises of God should 
be so restricted, to the particular use of those Individuals only who 
derived the benefits, that none others may lawfully and profitably 
use l hem, especially as our mind may be daily more and more 
inspired with their, pious devotion by frequently using their wards, 
although the .particular occasions which gave rjse to those words 
occur no more ; indeed every one (from the mystical communication 
of all pious iChristiane) is necessarily interested in the blessings 
«hieh4H»y one of them receives at tbe irand of God, and when airy 
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fettfg fe *pokt* t» *xtoi Hit gtoorise** trim* u tomby ta&ttnth fa 
&0f~ therefor*, as the Fotofclain eontintHes- anrd ymWd (after thdstf 
jterlieffter benefits) oth«r vmr beweflts, wlrieh in t small proportion 
rt«y resemble those former benefits, the same Form*,, or WWd* 
ot Pratee and Thanksgiving' are adapted (although not equsrlfy 
fakler all eivtfam stances} La both. The- " Magnificat " was not 
considered too personal for the Reformed Presbyterian Churches of 
Holland and Germany, nor by the Primitive C'hnrch, into whose 
Services it was very early i nt roduc ed^ It ie- evident that our blessed 
Saviour by his incarnation, intended not so directly to honour the 
Messed Virgin in partfeuJ&r,. as mankind in general; for by being 
tttpde of the same flesh and blocs! that men are, and assuming their 

gature into the unity of His divine person, He declared alf men to 
e tlis Brethren, and being born of the Virgiu Mary, procured not 
only her salvation, but the salvation also of the whole hnmt*n race.* 
ftn. Itiia account the Virgin herself celebrated the mercy snowir to 
ner, as common to all the sons of men, who feirr Gotf, sayftig, 
**th& mercy is on them that feaf Him, throughout a IT generations," 
because, fberefoTey God was- pleased to "regard the tow esffrte" 
tot otiJf '■ of his bandflmMex>" (the Virgin,} but of all Mankind in 
general and ••magnified" them k> tile highest degree, by uniting 
Himelfl to their uaXare, therefore, all men (as weN as the Virgin) 
fcuey " Hagn#y. th* Lord and rejoice in God their Saviour." Mure- 
finer, because the Virgin herself was more " blessed " by conceiving 
Christ in bet heart by Faith, than by conceiving Him in Imr womb, 
therefore^ her " blessedness " was not altogether so peculiar to 
herself, er incommunicable to others,. but that every sincere Christian 
may partake with her iu the same blessedness. f ft is; therefore, 
evident that every Christian Congregation may and ought to join 
in this divine hymn, for rather " blessed" are they that hear the 
.word of God and keep it, than the womb that bare, and the 
paps that gave Him snck."J Nor is there ally mason* why the 
" Benedictae," composed by the holy Zee hark* 6 upon the first 
announcement tflat God had sent a Saviour to mankind, may not 
be used by every devout Christian ; indeed ite fitness* for » Congre** 
gation is unexceptionable, being admirably cakufoited to assist their 
devotion, and elevate their affections. The Same obser*at*Hi will 
apply to the "Nunc Bimfttis" being used aw the personal address 
of every pious Christian ; the ground and foundation of this admirable 
hymn is the enjoyment and participation of the Gospel. It is true 
that we have not seen on? Saviour with our bodily eyes* as did 
Simeon ; but as He is continually presented to the eyes of our faith 
in the Gospel*, in the writings of Hi* holy Apofttles, and iv the 
blessed Sacrament, we may truly say that our " eyes have seen the 
salvation of God," that is, our Saviour, for we meet him- in His 
Church, and* Converse with Hha id our private meditation** Ofa 

• Heb. ii. U. 17. f CM: ft. TR % Luki xL 8S. 
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this account the Canticle "Nunc Ditnittia" has been introduced 
into the public Service of the Greek, Latin, and Reformed Churches, 
no one doubting its fitness for ordinary use among all pious Christians, 
who can view Christ in His holy word by faith. From what, 
therefore, has been urged upon this subject, it is evident that these 
Canticles are unexceptionable in themselves, aud very suitable for 
a Christian Congregation to adopt. 



Obj.— " The Liturgy of the Church of England oho 
sanctions many unscriptural tenets, for, in her Apostles' 
Creed* Christ is spoken of as having " descended into 
Hell" (i. e. the place of torments, for so the compilers 
meant;) her Athanasian Creed contains two damnatory 
clauses, which ought to be expunged; in the Canticle 
(" Te Deum") it is declared that 4t when Christ had 

' overcome the sharpness of death, he did open the Kingdom 
of Heaven to altbelievers," which countenances the error 
of those who think that the faithful who departed, tyis 
life before the coming of our Saviour, werf not t^ade 
partakers oj joy until that time, but remained in 4fat 
place which they term " the Lake of the Father", In 
her Prayer for the High Court of Parliament? every 
reigning Monarch, however immoral he maybe, is incon- 
sistently and improperly called a ' most religions King/" 



Q, 40.— Did the Compiler* of the Liturgy of the Church* of 
^England in speaking of Christ (in the Apostles* Creed} as having. 
«* descended into Hell," mean that He descended into " the Place 
of Eternal Torments?" . 

Most certainly not. The term "Hell" anciently signified 'ttib 
general receptacle of every soul, and in old Prayer BooksVit is 
frequently employed in that sense? the word, therefore, as nsed in 
the Apostles' Creed, implies nothing more than the common mansion 
of departed souk,* being equivalent to the Greek word ** Hades?' 
Its Primitive in the Saxon tongue ("hill") means merely ah 
invisible, hidden, or covered place. ' 

Q. 41 .'"How do you defend the damnatory clauses in the 
Athanasian Creed 1 

In excepting against these clauses, it should not be forgotten 
that the condemnation contained in them does not extend to all 

/ * Psalm ljuudx. 47. 
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who cannot approve of every expression in tne Creed itself, but 
only to such as deny the " Trinity in Unity/* or three Persons in 
one Godhead. This alone is said to be " the Catholic Faith ;" the 
words which follow after are designed only to set this .forth more 
particularly, and the conclusion from the whole is not, " that in all 
things" which are " aforesaid," that is, by the use of every term 
mentioned, but " in all things as is aforesaid, the Trinity in Unity 
is to be worshipped." Now as the Doctrine of the Trinity in Unity 
constitutes the Foundation of our whole Religion, (as will be proved 
hereafter*) a disbelief of it (being evidently a substitution of 
another object of divine worship in the place of the Triune God) 
amounts to a virtual renunciation of Christianity itself. The con- 
damnation, therefore, contained in the offensive clauses of this 
Creed is not harsher than that of our blessed Saviour Himself who 
has declared that " he that belie veth not shall be damned" nor 
more uncharitable than the judgment of St. Peter and St. Paul, the 
former of whom assures us that " the damnation of those who deny 
the Lord that bought them," (that is, deny the Deity of Jesus 
Christ who bought them with the sacrifice of His own blood,) 
" slumbereth not,"t and the latter affirms that " all will be damned 
Who believe not the truth." J 

Q. 42. — Does the declaration in the Canticle, (" Te Deum") 
that •' when Christ had overcome the sharpness of death, He did 
open the Kingdom of Heaven to all believers," countenance the 
error of those who think that the faithful who departed this life 
before the coming of our Saviour, were not made partakers of 
*jou until thai time, but remained in that place which thep term 
" the Lake of the Fathers?" 

It will be found upon - e x a min a tion -that this clause does not 
countenance the error, that the Kingdom of Heaven was not a 
receptacle for the souls of Jews and other Belie vera until the 
Ascension of Christ ; in fact, it does not determine, either one way 
or the other, in what estate the Fathers rested .who died before the 
Ascension of our Saviour. It is certain from Scripture tha£ neue 
can possibly attain Salvation without Cprist, and by Him iill /that 
believe are saved, that, therefore, He may be said to have purctapejl, 
and (as was indeed the end of His actions and sufferings) to " h*j«e 
opened the Kingdom of Heaven," which, our.injqujtfes.bad ftbut.up. 
But bqcause He took jocal possessiou of " the Kingdom of IjfaaReo" 
by ascending after that He " had overcome the sharpness of death f 
we may, therefore, reasonably believe that when He did ascend, 
He then most freely "opened the Kingdom of Heaven to all 
Believers," that they might reign with Him and by Him, as He 
Himself had previously testified, " 1 go to prepare a place for you,"§ 
according to His wish, that those " whom His Father had given 
Him^.may be with Him where He was."|| - As 4he Ao ccn o ion «f 

• Chap. vi. t 2 Pet. & 1. 3. t SThess. ii. 11. 4 John xiy. 2. || John! XYii. 24. 
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Christ procured the ascension of "all believers," who departed ttflt 
life before His conning, therefore, their ascension must Dot only be 
of His, but after His; and, consequently, it is a Scriptural doctrine, 
that "when He Himself had overcome the sharpness of death,? 
(and not until then,) " He did open the Kingdom of Heaven to all 
Belie vers."* 

Q. 43. — How do you vindicate the epithet of " most religious 
King," as applied in the Liturgy of the Church of England to 
every reigning Monarchy however immoral his character may belV 

The Compilers of the English Liturgy by applying the term,. 
" most religious" to every reigning Monarch, dad nut mean, tbaj 
every successive Sovereign was or would be '* nwst religiqus V. in^t.ljp 
ordiuary acceptation of tike term ; Jthey evidently, only inlpndpo^ie 
express the honorary Title of a^JSoyereign, who had professed,. an£ 
was bound to protect the Religion of the Country over which Qqd 
had anointed him King, as the Title " Mqst Christian" is.a#pjie,d 
to the King of France, "Most Faithful" to the .King of Portugal, 
aud "Most Catholic" to the Ki*g,of Spain. This emanation 
appears very .probable, because the term "Most Religious" is 
connected with "Gracious;" at all events, the word " ReJigigMSj" 
being a derivative from the Latin " Reiigiosus," (wjhicb fcenjueptJy 
implies the object of reverential respect, or generations i*£yjdent)jr 
an attribute of earthly Moajirchs, who are thence, called " drfiOjf 
lieges;" aud. therefore, the Title " Most Religious" was constancy 
ascribed to all successive, Emperors in the LitiirgteaofS^Cbr^ao.sliOiP 
and St Basil, aud iu the Common Liturgies of the Greek CWc.h^. 



Obj, — " In her Litany she requires her Membfrs to jftdy. 
against "wdden death" which (to say the leasiolif).^ 

» a very frivolous petition* because the pious ought alipayp 
to be prepared to die; the same Litany also contqintp 

, very unintelligible and nonsensical clause, viz, '* ftytfo 
mystery of thy incarnation, by thy holy nativity^^n4 

circumcision, ka Good Lord deliver us ;" it also petition* 
< 'that "God would be pleased- to have 'mercy upom/M} 
men,'* which' tr impossible* because some are vessets^qf 
wrath, to rtftom God will never extend his mercy* >1 
would also observe that this Litany is full of vaitt repfe- 
titiens, width our Saviour expressly censures,' sayiriff, 
° Use not vain repetitions, as the Heathens do ;" for tKe 
words, *' Webeseech thee to hear us, Good Lord " xtik 
repeated in it no less than twenty- one times, and " Go6d 
Lord, deliver us" eight times.'* . 

« 1 Cor. xv. 56. 57 ; John xir. 8 ; 1 Then. it. 14. 15 j 1 John iU. 35. 
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M ' ty. ty&SZ-M'it is contended that " the pious ought always to be 
prepared to die! 9 can you prove that the prayer against "sudden 
death" in the Litany of the Church of Engiand is not a very 
frivolous petition?" ~ 

tlJj Aithougb death itselFIs a general effect of the wrath of God 
against sin, yet as " sudden death " is a very rare occurrence, 
tn^reFoVVjhrmere fact ©f an individual dying'" suddenly" gives 
Occasion to uncharitable minds to indulge in unfavourable suspicions, 
and to Wafard doubtful constructions respecting the estate of such 
person's after this life. For thi9 reason (if for" no other) every 
4ttons "man would ' esteem it a blessing from God to be preserved 
frbm" " sudden death," however he may feel prepared for death 
SfselrY" Indeed as the chief cause of bitterness in death is the 
languishing expectation of it before it arrives, (on which account, 
.^^ra'rftBentploy every art in their power to increase the slowness 
'of Heath, and a quick riddance out of life is often both requested 
'6ntf bestowed as a benefit,) we have reason to believe that to those 
'tvTib lridge things according : to the sense of natural men, and ascend 
*iio higher, "sudden death" would be the most acceptable, because 
it'^bortens their grief, whilst on the contrary the pious and virtuous 
^llVoUfgtl J^epared for death) would rather wish to be taken, than 
*ilol fee snatched away, from the face of the earth, to depart this 
tfafld with a gradnaidissolution, ^ike' Jacob,* Moses,t Joshua^ and 
©avld,§ than to be suddenly cut off in a moment, like Absalom', 
Vi$fn?ai,|[ and Sa^phiraif : Not tbat a 'pious man would' be desirous 
of a slow And deliberate death from natu+af inclination, but because 
he would be willing to endure patiently the longer grief and bodily 
pain attending such a dissolution, a* well for his own sake, as for 
the sakq of others-r-for hip own sake, that his soul may have time 
to 'call itself to a just account of all things past, by means of which 
IJe niay be enabled to perfect his repentance, to exercise his patience, 
feitt to make a proper and prndent disposal of bis worldly property, 
Hvhich he can never afterwards alter ; for the sake of others, because 
•jAkt by slowly and gradually ending hte life in peace, as the joys 
w the kingdom of heaven have then leisure to present themselves, 
4l« is better able to censure with etn uneorrnpted judgment the 
Ijileasur^of sin, and the vanities <if this tyorld, to pray fof.*the 
^nerciee of God upon his pgftlerity, to console his friends aud 
\-ela^vas,, and, by giving thorn useful instructive, to strengthen 
Jjh^ai ifljjie fear of God, and confirm tjiem in the true Religion; 
ui a ward to tpach the world no.Jcss. virtuously l\ow to die, than he 
!jiad^ptne Wore how to Hve.t causing those who may be present to 
jkayr that they " may die the death of the righteous, and their last 
.end be like his;" benefits and opportunities of improvement which 
are entirely prevented by "sudden death." Because, therefore, 
not only natural reason, but religion also, direct us to pray that 

* Heb. si 21. f Dent, xxxiit J Josh. xxir. * 1 Kings & 

|i i Sam. xriii. 0. . 1 Acts v. 5. 10. 
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death, when it comes, may afford us some convenient respite, ffor 
few even of the most piotts can he fully certain of their entire 
preparation for their last end, at least so as not to desired ftttteo 
time for better preparation,) it cannot be a " frivolous petition ** 
to^pra^ against .« suddtoMteuth,"' ^a* all events that we mfcy fea**- 
wisdom to provide always beforehand, that those -evils may no|\ 
ov^lak^ lis whfk*y <f feudden drtith'* nsu^Uyi briti^ opon »catr«io^ 
men, f ami that, although it be ' ^tmtUkn* di/M* iin fcselfytyet'Ti 
nevetthteteeithal; in regard of out prepared minds, it may net bo < 
"sadden;'* • \ * Jw ■ ••?: ^ . .-ix. .: J o .j,,;,;,- ,i ,.i . ; 
(Qi 48.*^'' flfytffl &i#wwi* JtytfW* petition,™ the Litany, , ^ i?y n 

cMM\ ifd mbdlLord deMwwW ^ >"J i -^'- v :^-'^ oril iii bus. 

*lft*s petition^ not ^ ^ irwiliWligibk.andnoBsensuJal^j^s otrJi 
Dissenting Brethren may suppose. It is a method of eanpreaaiQM 
employed in ordinary conversation, and occurs in the Liturgies of 
the Primitive Church in this very particular Instance. The Scriptures 
themselves authorise it, for we read that St. Paul " beseeches " 
CbMiffi&vWW? m&cjes of (Jod, n * "by the meeiness-diftP 
gefctleticstettf Bhifeti'ty ana\**b^ hid coming and their jgfet)ffci|g 
tofetR^t' H is tmnt*cfessa#y; to observe that the fietifcUimeom- 
plained of*sig*iifies^a*fesii*e^ii ou* parts taat woinig^tsba^amfrfry 
th«\Wa»9 ttti&eibn^the>aake)t!b£*(&ri^ &ajrtiftm, 

circumcision, and sufferings. \'y, uix:\\W ViusW t*v WiA* 

Q. 46.-wtf* tf *> mo/ probable that God will extend His mercy 
to all, why is there * petitinn »» the Jjj&ggy that " God would be 
pleased to have mercy upon all men ?" 

v ,fkr Jfra^s % c a# nie^n neces£arjily include both thosejv^o will 
fin^ jner.cy,. anil , ihose ^so who will nird none^ our Prayers' for, 
t}iQse ^Q^^fjnd mercy are doubtless toth accepted and granted} 
our Prayfcrs for those who will not find mercy (although they are 
not grunted) are conformable to the instructions of our blessed 
S^viyar tu His Disciples, willing them to pray for tne peace of such, 
as, should he incapable of so great a blessing, and agreeable to tho 
general inclination of the Almighty that "all men might be sa^ed,"^ 
Vf^uk ought to he the rule of our suctions. Because, therefore, Out* 
blu^acd Lurd, (wbo is both merciful and jugt, a^id who gave Jlimself 
as a. price of rurfempliuu for rill rocn 4 }, requires that all men should 
be prayed for, suit! as by in treating for mercy towards all, we 
declare that affection which christian 'charity feels towards the whole 
world, (for "charity 1 ' which ^oneth all things '^jj prayetti for all 
men,) ^nd also discharge that duty which the Apostle himself 
imposes on the Church of Christ, as a commendable office, and' a 
sacrifice acceptable to Go J, saying, " I exhort, therefore, that 
snp'pIicrttkHiB'i prayers; and intercessions be made for all men,"H 

* Rom. xii. 1. t 2 Cor. xl % 2 Tlidss. ii. I. 4 1 Tiro, ii. 4 

(I 1 Cor. xiv. 7. f 1 Tiro. ii. I. 
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and as bo himself declared that " his heart's desire and prayer to 
God" for others, was " that they might be saved/"" it becomes us 
to pray for all men. 

Q. 4T.—How do you defend the frequent repetition in the 
Litany of* We beseech thee to hear us, Good Lord" and " Good 
Lord deliver usV 

It scarcely becomes our Dissenting Brethren to condemn us rashly 
for that, ii which they themselves are often guilty, for how 
frequently in their own eKteotppraneoita effusions, do they repeat 
the words " Grant, O Lord/' &c. not that such a practice is in 
anj* respect censurable, (although as censurable in them aa in us,) 
for Abie constant repetition occurs in the Scriptures, themselves,* 
and in the Litany cannot be considered a vain repetition, because 
it '•* applied, every tim*.. to >&,aW*mt prayer, because it fo«qw 
distbtei^sitQu 
lo 6f»:j,i:«j.J \ . . , .. •!..„ Vi\. t , , 

Qw,V In the Collect for $exqgesima Sunday, there is a 

^petition "against all adversity" which is improper, 

ibeectMse there is no promise in Scripture that we shall he 

^it)er fvde from *< adversely" and, therefore, it is no 

prayer of faith, or of the which we can assure ourselves 

that we shall obtain it" 

^.48.—//* there be really no promise in Scripture that toe shall 
be. 'ever \free from adversity, why does the Churcfi of England 
require, her Members to pray that they may be delivered "from all 
adversity V* 

, $yeri if there were no promise in Scripture that we shtfll be ever 
frqe from adversity, yet still as adversity is in itself against nature, 
ty is, lawful to pray to bo delivered from it. But can it be proved 
t^t the Scriptures contain no promise that we shall be ever free 
from adversity] Our Dissentiug Brethren appear to think so, because 
it i$ declared in the Word of God that Bis Providence frequently 
copvefts adversity to our advantage and good ; but this proves 
nothing, and still less can we infer from it, that we ought not to pray 
to be delivered from adversity. St. James bids us ".count it all. 
joy when we fell into 'divers temptations, knowing this, that the 
trying of our faith worketh patience/ 'J and yet our Saviour 
admonishes us to "pray that we enter not into Temptation ;"§ 

* Rom. x. i. + See Psalm cxv. 9. 10. 11. also Psalm cxxxvl. where the words "whose 

mercy endureth for ever" occur no less than twenty-rix times. 
X James i S. & \ Matt xxtL 41: 
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therefore, although t^heffttlihgintrf temptation produces f goocl anrfwe 
should " count it all'joy wheu we Fall into temptationf nevertheless, 
it is our duty to prav to be dejivered from it; again,! our Saviour 
pronounces those "nlessed" 'who for His Name's sake "should be 



subject to shame and fcoutempt, and Vet we are expected tq pray 
\yith David, *J Lord, remove from me sliame and contempt ;** indeed, 




From this hour,* 'but for this cause came 1 unfo itnis* IVbnr : w t"' therefore, 
eVeu 'if there were no proniisd in Scripture of deliverance from all 
adversity, we have nevertheless ;the authority lin'd. example of our 
blessed Saviour' to justify our prayers to' be delivered frbm'it. <l itufc 
it is certain 'that we have the promise of God to 'fce f evermore 
delivered from adversity, for it is written, *'If thou obey*the voice 
of the Lord and do all His commandments which J command thee 
this day, then the Lord thy God will make thee plenteous in "every 




Will bless the Fruit of thy land, thy corn^and 'fyy 
e oil,' the increase' of thy Kind, and tnife 'flocks ofiliy 



light is in the law of the Lord, shall be like a^tree nlanjtedf by 

the rivers of water* ihat bringeth forth his fruit in nis season ; his 

leaf also shall not wither * f and whatsoever he doeth shall' prosper, rf 

-Hence we -may ipfer that thb Church of Eugland i's justified ij? 

requiring ^r tylejpberstp.pray tb be rt delivered from all adve^si^Y* 



Qbj^'4* Ah* Baptism of Infants^ Jheyidri all declared 

• ■ toibe '*regenfcrate with' God's Holy <8piniit" qnd Mtih* 

f Catechism they are said to be made at thet&\itime± 

•* ( Members of Christ, Children of God, and Inheritor* 

of the Kingdom bf Heaven^ whichis both far ctt&laftd 

ptoftine?' '" - l " - : :*<■■'■' <- — j<> •• .-^- « 

..■■ "i WK <!<>(,, ,. .mis i... : •••'}, | ->: .'rj j .. J ».>'; ^>.' ; <.»r - 
'.^•; -"\-- • •'♦ »'fl ' I r 1 1. i'iy-i • •' mi ii..ti'»-) t "•• «. ■»*, .• 'i . i.>; V;< • *■'• 

Q. 40 — What Scriptural tmthoMty^had ike Cw&hwvfth* 
Etiglteh Liturgy/ to warrant ih* assertion, that every fnfkzni 
token baptteedis " regenerate* with Go&$ ff&ly> Spirit* « -" a Member 
of Christ, a Chiiti* of God, wtd an Inheritor <?f tkk Kingdom vf 
BeavenT* '■ ■ , '» ....*' 

: \ « ■ ■,. ,, r. p— : -rr- . t . ., ,. ■ r- 

* TMatt. xxvi« 3d. f John xii. 27. J Deut. xxx. 8. 9. \ Deut, Yli 1&.13. 14 1& 

il Psalm 1. 2. 3. see also Psalm xxxii 10. 



The Compilers of the Engjish Utgrgy have irot; erred in applying 
the, term /* regenqraje" to the one immediate, effect of Baptism 
properly administered. When our, blessed Saviour in His conver- 
sation with Nicodemus, as recorded by St. John, had declared that 
" Except a man be born again, be cannot see the Kingdom of God,"* 
IfJieqdenaus not comprehending how a man could be from a second 
time, our Saviour explained what. He meant by £eing,"J)orn again" 
in these words, " Except a man ipp born of wafer aud of. the Spirit, 
he caunot enter into the Kingdom of God."t, . Moreover St. PauJ, 
in the only instance, iu which tjie word "Regeneration" occurs ia, 
the New Testament |n this/sense^, (for in t ho only other passage 
in which it does occur, viz. Matt, xix. 2&, it refers neither to 
Baptism, nor to any operation of the Holy Spirit upon the human 
mind subsequent to Baptism^) calls it the '* washing (ur as the 
word \ut£qv may be renfierea, batfi) of re generation. I Before we 
proceed itny farther in ou,r enquiry, it would be well to notices-first, 
that whilst oqr Saviour explains this change as a regeneration by 
"water and the Spirit," St. Paul calls it distinctly " the washing 
of regeneration ;" whence we concjude, thai at whatever period this 
regeneration or new birth tat^s place, ft "washing of u tijdfer*\ 
is the constant vehicle, or instrument of the change, and that to 
render this rcgeticniLiuii effectual, there is and must he a joint and 
inseparable co-operation of that "washing of water," which is 
the "outward and visible .sign*' with the "Spirit," which is the 
" inward aud spiritual grace,"— rand, secondly, let us observe, 
that at whatever period ^of our life this important change is 
effected, we must certainly have some safer and less erring 
guide for the determination of that period than tlie very question- 
able^ criterion of' our own, imaginations and feelings, because 
(sieihjj how clear a revelation of the Divine Will Christianity 
professes to he) it is unreasonable to suppose that our Heavenly 
Father would expose His humble creatines (as in this case lie 
evid«ut$> wo^ld) to each ft situation of ;8oktftt° - s«ipefise> and 
fto&ictft, Wspecting tjie ^possession' fcf that which: our SavWutthaa 
pB«iw»int»d to be indispensable Id salvation,, If, ther eibre, > we 
hsifcrtb* positive testimony both of. \ bur, Saviour ^and St. Paul that 
i^fi^ft»#j^t e «^M)«t4edi ,o* ^orui V eg#A\^Uwit .^he Wwashitg" 
of "water," and if, moreover, we may be certain (a*8 ,in4ced n we 
must be) that the precise period of our regeneration is determined 
not by any internal feeling/ or* imagination; but by the external, 
e>Wde x i«ce-of > «ome visible rite v o?vcCom«i^ieation» manifest toiotfters 
iftviveN a* to ou«**lve^ oar /next .inquiry wul itatusally be, at what 
pelted ofiour \Kyes* it ia^oost probable, that we *rev.re*Ity \ ^ttoxnof 
%wi4a**ijd <rf $& Spirit," aojtf (f saved by the waAhin&sof regent 
ration" Now although it is very evident (which our Dissenting 
Brethren cannot deny) that there is no ceremony but Baptism,, iu 

"" * John ill 3. ' t Miam. t. &, X Tit. iii. 5. 
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which we can find this joint operation of "tetter and of the Spirit" 
(of both of which Christ affirms we must he born again, and both 
of which He Himself having united, no sincerely pions Christian 
would wish to separate,) we will, nevertheless, for the present, 
concede the point to oar adversaries, and assume it for granted that 
no one is, or can be regenerated by, or at his Baptism. Bnt if we 
be not regenerated at Baptism, we most be regenerated (if at all) 
either be/are it, or after it. And, first, let this Regeneration take 
place necessarily always before Baptism. Now it will be proved 
hereafter* (indeed the Independents, Wesleyans, and in fact all 
Dissenters, except the Autipoedobaptists, admit it,) that an Infant 
is a proper snbject for Baptism. If therefore (as our Savioar 
expressly declares) " except we be born again, we cannot enter the 
Kingdom of Heaven," and if (according to the case which we have 
supposed) every one most be "born again" before Baptism, no 
infant can " enter the Kingdom of Heaven " unless it be " born 
again " before it is baptized ; but as it is very evident that an infant 
may be baptized the very moment it is born into the world, therefore 
that infant, in order to be, " born again " before it is baptized, 
must be " born again 1 ' before it is born into the world; therefore, 
unless an infant be " born again 1 ' before it ie born into the worlefc— 
in other words, unless an infant be born a second time before it is 
born once, or a first time—it " cannot enter the Kingdom of 
Heaven;" bnt an infant cannot be born a second time before it is 
born once, or a first time, and therefore, according to the casex)f 
Regeneration preceding Baptism, no baptized infant can "enter 
the Kingdom of Heaven," and, consequently, all baptized infants 
(and, of course, all unbaptized infants, not being eu titled to the 
privileges and advantages of Christian Baptism,) must perish 
everlastingly; but we have the assurance of our Saviour that 
infants may " enter the Kingdom of Heaven,"t and, therefore, that 
all baptized infants do not perish everlastingly; therefore, we 
are not regenerated necessarily before Baptism. Are we then 
regenerated necessarily after Baptism 1 Now, prior to our con- 
sideration of this inquiry, it would save a little trouble, and 
prevent confusion, if we only observe that "regeneration" and 
"repentance" (in which latter is included "reformation," "'reno- 
vation," &c.) are two very different things, not only because oar 
Saviour Himself has clearly distinguished between them, (as i shall 
shortly prove) but because those of the Clergy of the Chnrehtff 
England, who contend that Baptism does convey Regeneration, 
(and therefore that Regeneration cannot take plaee after Baptism 4 ;) 
nevertheless fully believe, maintain, and perpetually inculcate the 
absolute necessity of " repentance," and " renovation by the Holy 
Spirit" after Baptism— indeed our Dissenting Brethren themselves, 
although they do not generally observe the distinction, admit a 

* See Chap. vL Article " AnOpwdobaptlati." f lake xyffi. 16. 
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difference between " Regeneration w and "reti ovation^' because they 
consider the' former to be an instantaneous, and the latter a gradual 
change of the mind and disposition. Having premised thus Tar, we 
will proceed with the enquiry, whether Regeneration tajte place 
after Baptism \ If it do so, there is evidently Scriptural authority 
to justify the opinion; but, on the contrary, : s&' clearly 'is tt)e 
doctrine off Baptismal Regeneration revealed in Scripture, that there 
ia not ai single instance of Regeneration following after Baptism, 
»or*aa©ai Diasetvtitfg Brethren prove from ' Holy Writ that ainy 
one eifagle Individual who had been once baptised, is 1 called upon 
te be botn aitet#,i or regenerated again*? nor that' any one single 
Individual is described 1 under any circumstances Whatever >6f 
ffirepeniaaice;" "'reformation,* 1 or " ^enoVation^' (w'nlch; aS«Ve 
have observed, are Very different things' fronv ' regeneration)' 'to 
haw been again regenerated* Simdn Magus, having received ttfe 
"washing ot regeneration n > in Baptism; was entitled to pardon 
upon his rapentanee, and' was exhorted by the Apostltfto repent of 
Jri* .wickedness, and "to pray God, if perhaps the* thought of 'hfs 
fcejwfc^ight^be forgiven," but -he is not ; instructed to 4 pray for 
regeneration, nor < is he any where admonished -of the* necessity of 
-tttdergoisg another r .mu>- birth , y hitting already been new-born in 
Baptist*; nor i is. it iatitnated that the Corinthian was bom again 
sautoetyMwHy'to. has-- fall; nor Is 8t; Paul described'as regenerated 
&vit\k&ustoiK* baptized ;him, and washed awa? Ms 'sins, for'Mren 
An«*ria» called wn him to'ibe baptized he Was : sf ill tinker the pollution 
-of those- sin & indeed H cannot be* jprevctf that any Wh6' iir the 
pjfrimijtifce Obuich.had fallen iato er#Oi% orfcelapsed into WkJkellnfcss 
^ter f )tli^h&d.been onceia^^rf, are etetf to *fte<NeW'Testanifent 
^mtc&toregewrutethm&eives; dr tanght tfr Wit 'in' a passive 
*ft£e for 'V&egeneratieo by the Holy OhOB , t/ J, • Tfcey ate^l jrcatlea 
*pou to v be renewed; " Be ye remewtdf* writes the Aptfstfe, "in 
Abe spirit of your mind;"* " be yefralwfbrraed by the renewing of 
.yoftr windt"t ".the inward man \% renBVMtt day brday/'t' which 
indicates a , pr ogress w&4m pro vement, and not tteadtteto conv^i&dtty 
fegauuitfte restoring those who had departed* fro* the'truth*, is 'hot 
tiaHe&n" regenerating," but <* renewing ->thd&i dgftih unto* tffejirtW- 
tawe v"§, and c$t* John; in the;Re^lw6on,>'eo*rtnaijlds tfte €hM#Res 
•whichirheUf ^aouiudjdoctriBies^orw^uefttitty<if i«mdrjil^pra»ctice^, 
aoMe be regenerated, but to *'r-tyen4?\\: hi a Wc*d, oft* Dis*sfettYHfg 
jtaettareti) *re not able* to show^a 'single itfatarie'e'itf vtfhidh the 
ArweUee jo4ce /exhort those whatfavfc been 'already 1 baptized to 
beppme regenerate ; nor can it be proved that 'they do once Enforce 
the neeeasity, or even Jtfficm, or at least insinuate 1 , the possibility 
<if regeneration after Baptism, 1 will no|v endeavour to *f r ove that 
Regeneration . (as we have -seen that it takes 'jtfack neither before 
aor after Baptism, for how indeed can we be " born of water and 

* Eph. iv. 83. t Rom. xii, 2, J * Cor- *?• 1* \ Heb. yi. 6. || Rcy. ii. * 16; iii. 3. 19. 
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of the Spirit/' when there is no water used, or undergo " th* 
washing of regeneration ° without even beiug washed.} is effected 
at and by our Baptism. I am aware that many are unwilling to* 
subscribe to this doctrine, merely because they cannot persuade 
themselves that nu infant can be said properly to be " bwu ol the 
Spirit" as well as because they see. many who. have been t|ni* 
«' regenerated" by the Holy Spirit at their Baptism, quite wi reformed 
in their conduct and manners, in after life. These difficulties* 
however, are easily removed. In reply to the first objection, U 
may be well to remember, that although there are some operation 
of the Holy Spirit, as working actual faith, repentance, &c. in the 
heart, of which an infant indeed is not capable, yet an infant 
is capable of some of the great ends of Baptism wrought by the 
Spirit, aud, therefore, may be said to be " bom of the Spirit ;" for 
when God applies the nardon of original guilt, or transfers a pecsoa 
out of the state of nature into the state of grace, and of the Christian 
Covenant, or unites him as a Member into the mystical body ofi 
Christ, and accepts him for His Child, &c. these things and these 
promises (of all of which, as will be hereafter proved, every infaju* i& 
capable,) are spoken of in Scripture as doue, sealed, aud applied 
to the person, by the Spirit; thus John the Baptist is said to hav© 
been " filled with the Holy Ghost even from his mother's womb."* 
As for the other objection, that many who have been baptized 
cannot have been regenerated also, because their conduct and 
manners are unre formed in after life, it must not be forgotteu thai 
the " renewing of the Holy Ghost "t is not by any means a necessary 
consequence of Baptismal " Regeneration." It is enough that Baptism 
oonveya the promise of those privileges and blessings which God baa. 
been graciously pleased to annex to the profession of the Christian, 
Faith; this promise however beiug only conditional, if any ou* 
neglect the performance of the conditions, he can have bo longer 
any claim to the privileges aud blessings of the Covenant iuX* 
which he eutered. Although, therefore, he has been baptized with, 
the " washing of regeneration" for " the remission of sins," yet a& 
be is not subsequently "renewed in the Spirit of his mind, after 
the image of God,"t nor "made free from the law of sin ami 
death, "§ his Regeneration will avail him nothing, and be ineffectual) 
to salvation. The New Testament, indeed, records a lamentable* 
confirmation of this, in the case of Simon Magus, who tliough " he* 
believed, and was baptized/' was nevertheless declared to. be "ia 
the gall of bitterness, and the bond of iniquity.")) In a word, thia 
objection, (viz, that the subsequent misconduct of any one, al though- 
baptized, is a proof that he has not been regenerated by the Holy 
Spirit,) seems to have originated in a misunderstanding, or a 
misapplication of the term " Regeneration,' 1 as if it denoted "conver- 
sion," "repentance," ojr " renovation." We cannot however be toe* 

* Luke L 15. f Tit, iii. k t Epl* iv. 23. i Bom, viiL 2. |j Acte riii* 13, 2L 23. 
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cautions of identifying terras which are so clearly distinct from one 
another as ■• Regeneration," and "conversion," (or " repentance.'*) 
Conversion (according to our Dissenting Brethren) is the sole and 
sensible operation of the Holy Spirit produced after Baptism bjr 
Che instrumentality of Faith, and the preaching of the PTord of 
Goo*, effecting a total and instantaneous change in the heart and 
dispositions, whilst every one who will be admitted into the Kingdom 
of Heaven is rendered sensible of this Conversion. Now if Rege- 
neration and Conversion be the same thllig, they must operate 
simultaneously, and the mode of operation must be similar ; but 
it has already been proved that as " Regeneration " cannot occur 
either before or after Baptism, it mast take place at Baptism 1 , 
and, therefore, •• Conversion, " acting simultaneously with Rege- 
neration, (in fact, being one and the same thing with Regeneration) 
riiust also take place at Baptism. But Infants cannot be converted 
(that is, regenerated) by their faith, or by the preaching of the 
W&rdofGod; nor", supposing them capable of Conversion, (that 
is, Regeneration,) can they be made sensible of it ; consequently, 
if Regeneration and Conversion (or rcpentauce, or renovation,) be 
One and thte same thing, Infants cannot be admitted into Heaven ; 
tnoreover, if the outward form in Baptism be only a sign or seal of 
the inward part, or thing signified, and if that thing be faith, 
excited by hearing, or reading the fFbtd of God, (as our Disheriting 
Brethreu believe,) to infants it is evidently the sign or seal of 
nothing, and all who hold the opinion ought unquestionably to join 
the Communion of the Antipcedobaptists. Nor is it sufficient that 
Conversion and Regeneration (if they be the same) be simultaneous 
\h their operation, (which, as I have shown, is impossible,) but 
they must be similar in theif mode of effecting that operation*. 
Now if we must be " born again (or regenerated) of water** as well 
as * # of the Spirit," (as our Saviour indeed has required*) water 
tdtkhi be dsed whenever we are converted, (or* renovated) as well as 
when we are baptized ', but none of onr Dissenting Brethren use 
Witter' as a mode of effecting Conversion, therefore Regeneration 
ahd Conversion (or repentance, &c.) arc two very different opera- 
tes. ' I need not ask whether the opinion I have just combated, 
instead of allowing Regeneration to be the fruit (as I will how 
prove 1t) of Christ's holy Ordinance of Baptism, <3(oes not taake it 
the mere effect of pulpit declamation — whether instead of considering 
it the blessing of a soul peacefully devoted to the service of Christ, 
it does not rather make it the mark of one zealous (too often) id 
the cause of mere party and sectarian zeal? I need not ask (for it 
is too apparent) if Regeneration and Conversion be the same thitfg, 
and '(since it can only be communicated bf an extraordinary impulse 
pf the Holy Spirit) every body must wait for it, whether every 
body is not thereby induced to neglect the means of procuring the 

* John iii. 5. 
C C 2 
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ordinary sanctifying graces of that Spirit, until the appointed 
moment arrive when he is to undergo this Regeneration '* I need 
not ask, if Regeneration be Conversion, aud consequently not 
conveyed by Baptism, whether such a notion does not virtually 
deprive that Sacrament of its inward and spiritual grace, that is, 
of its sacramental character, and reduce it to a non-essential ?* 
I need not ask if the denial of the spiritual part of Baptism (that 
is, its regenerating influence,) has not a tendency to disallow alsp 
the spiritual part of the other Sacrament (the Lord's Supper ,) as a 
means of spiritual grace, conveying strength and nourishment to 
our souls 1 I need not ask, finally, if the eventual stripping of the 
two Sacraments, of that which constitutes tUeir essential value, ha* 
not a natural tendency to diminish our respect for every other 
ordinance and doctrine of Christ's appointment! Having, therefore, 
removed these two difficulties, by showing that an Infant may be 
" born of the Spirit," and that it by no means follows that because 
it is " born of the Spirit," that it should when grown to manhood 
act agreeably to the dictates of that Spirit, that is, that every one 
who has received the " washing of regeneration" will not necessarily 
be " renewed by the Holy Ghost," 1 hasten to prove that Baptism 
does confer Regeneration, and to quit the Church of England of the 
charge of being " farcical and profane," because she has declared 
that every Infant baptized in her Communion is regenerate with 
God's Holy Spirit, The transgression of Adam caused, all his 
posterity to be born with a corrupt nature, from which fallen 
condition they could be recovered only through the atonement of 
Christ, who appointed Baptism as the outward sign and seal of the 
JJew Covenant between God aud mau, that in like manner as 
circumcision was an appointed seal of the Covenant between God 
and Abraham, therefore, as the latter testified Abraham's Faith, 
.and obedience, and consequent acceptance with God,t so Baptism 
might cectify the fulfilment of every Gospel promise on performance 
of the conditions proposed therein. By this holy Sacrament, there* 
'lore* we not only gain admission into the Church of Christ, but 
,](as ; tli© Scriptures assure us) we are translated from the curse of 
i Acjam to, the grace of Christ, that is, secured from the consequences 
tof Adam's transgression, aud entitled to the immortality which he 
lost, the priginal guilt which we brought with us into the world is 
mystically washed away, the forgiveness of the actual sins which 
wa. ourselves, rqay have commuted is secured to us, and we are 
entitled. to the aid and protection of the Holy Spirit, if we do not 

* We have a memorable proof of the tendency of a denial of the regenerating influence of 
Baptism In the person of the celebrated Mr. Whitfield; the natural consequence of his bold 
assertion, that "he would as soon believe the doctrine of Transubatantiation, as that all 
people who are baptized are regenerated/' (see his Eighteen Sermons, p. 3&1,) was that be 
elsewhere deprecated ** disputing about Baptism, and other non-essentials, as the effect of ft, 
parrow spirit and a party sectarian seal." See his Works, vol I p. 394. 
f Rom. ir. 1!. 
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wantonly, or intentioually transgress onr baptismal covenant. The 
important change thus effected by Baptism is two-fold, external by 
water, and internal by the Holy Spirit, the former being the 
** outward and visible sign/' and the latter constituting the "inward 
and spiritual grace." The water of Baptism was made use of as 
a sigu of our "new birth" probably from the known custom of 
washing "newborn" infants from the pollution which they bring 
with them into the world ; for as water cleanses and purifies our 
bodies, so the water of Baptism aptly represents the cleansing of 
the soul by the Holy Ghost from the defilement and corruption of 
sin, as well as signifies our own promise to preserve ourselves as 
far as we are able from the pollution of sin, and God's promise to 
•consider us as free from the guilt of it. The spiritual use of water 
at Christian Baptism was clearly predicted by Ezekicl in his prophecy 
respecting the Kingdom of Christ, " Then will I sprinkle clean 
•water upon you, and ye shall be clean," adding in the following 
.verse, " and 1 will put my Spirit within you,"* where the water 
alluded to represents the Spirit of God in its cleansing and purifying 
naturei and the sprinkling clean water is the figure of pouring 
out the divine Spirit. It was, doubtless, in fulfilment of this 
propbecy, (which so distinctly intimates the joint and inseparable 
operation of water and the Holy Spirit in Christian Baptism,) that 
the Holy Ghost descended upon our Saviour at His Baptism, t 
that (as the mystery of the Baptism of all Mankind was visibly 
acted in His Baptism) we may be assured that the Holy Ghost in 
like manner would to the end of time descend upon the Baptism of 
all men, sayiug to each, as He said to our Saviour in a proportionable 
sense, " Thou art my Son in whom I am well pleased." The 
.question which will, therefore, now occupy our attention, is what 
Scriptural authority have we to warrant us in the belief that in 
Baptism not only is the body washed with visible water, but the 
soul also is cleansed from all filth by the invisible Holy Ghost, 
like as in the other Sacrament the body not only is nourished with 
bread and wine, but the soul is nourished by grace and spirit with 
the Body of Christ. Now John the Baptist had declared that our 
Saviour would "Baptize with the Holy Ghost "X aDC * we sn aU find 
this declaration iucontrovertibly maintained by the Writers of the 
New Testament. St. Peter exhorts the Jews on a particular 
occasion to be " baptized every one of them in the name of Jesus 
Christ for the remission of sins, and they should receive the Holy 
Ghost, for the promise" of forgiveness of sins and of spiritual 
grace "was to them and their children, and to all that were afar 
ofF;"§ Ananias admouishes St. Paul in these words, "And now why 
tarriest thou, arise and be baptized, and wash away thy sin* ;" 
St. Paul, in reference to those who at Corinth had been converted 
.to Christianity, writes, "And such were some of you" before ye 

* Esek.3cxxTi.2St 37. f LuktiiLx* $ JohnLSS. S AetoU.3&3Si ' 
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were baptized, " but now ye are washed" with the water of Baptism,' 
and, therefore, "sanctified by the Spirit of our God, ,r |j|| the 
"washing" of Baptism being the instrument of their sanctification, 
and the " Spirit of God" the efficient and operating eause ; St. 
Peter in marking the distinction between the Baptism of John the 
Baptist and that which Christ afterwards instituted, exprCBslv saye, 
"John baptized with water only, but ye (that is, Christians,) shall 
be baptized with the Holy Ghost;*** and, therefore, St. Paul, 
writing to the Corinthians, declares that •« by one Spirit we are 
all baptized into one body, the Church ;"t the same Apostle 
assures Titus, Bishop of Crete, that God has " saved us by the 
washing of Regeneration (that is, Baptism,) and the renewing of 
of the Holy Ghost;" J and he affirms elsewhere, that " being buried 
with Christ in Baptism, wherein also we are risen with Him 
through the faith of the operation of God, having all trespasser 
forgiven «*,"§ for that "as many *b have been baptized unto 
Christ, have put on Christ "\\ wherefore, * Baptism does save u* t 
by the resurrection of Jesus Christ."H We may, therefore, be 
certain of the joint and inseparable connection of water and the 
Holy Spirit in the Sacrament of Christian Baptism ; for if it were 
otherwise, St. Paul would not apply so indiscriminately the term 
"regenerated'* to large societies of Christians, especially to the 
Churches at Rome and Colosse; nor would St, Peter and St. Johri, 
in their Catholic Epistles, addressed to immense societies of 
Christians scattered throughout the East, describe the persona 
whom they address (although in very many instances not " renewed 
by the Holy Ghost") as "Sons of God,"** and "begotten and 
born again," t.t but because their " regeneration" was the effect of 
an ordinance (Baptism) of which all Christians in general partake. 
It ean also be well proved, beyond all contradiction, (if it wore 
necessary) that both the Greek and Latin Fathers from the earliest 
ages not only used the word Regeneration for Baptism, but so 
appropriated it also to Baptism, as to exclude any other conversion 
or repentance, not considered with Baptism, from being signified 
by that name.§§ And now that I have shown that at Baptism ah 
inward and spiritual grace is communicated to every person by the 
outward and visible administration of water, (or rather by the Holy 
Spirit mystically' co-operating with and sanctifying that water',) I 

JU 1 Cor. vi IK 

* Acts xl 16. + 1 Cor. xff. )& % Tit iii. $. i Col. it IS. 1& and Rom. ?L 4. 

U Gal. iii 27. f 1 Ptt iii 21. ** 1 John iii. S. ff 1 Pet L 3. Ml 

S { Thus St Cyprian,' who was martyred A. IX 256, writes, "Baptism* enim ossein quo homo 
retua moritur, et> norm natcitur manifestat at probat beatos Apostolus, dioans, Serrwrit 
nos per laracrum regeneration**." (Cypr. Epist. lxxir. p. HO.) St Basil, an African Bishop, 
who flourished A. D. 328, writes, "Af^ij yjn fyw ro Banrricffxa, xatvgarrn 
\p*{ui uteirr) f) r%t vaXiyytntrtas." (Basil do Spirit Sanct c. x. p. 22.) SI. 
Augugin writes, " Aqua igitvur exhibens forimecns sacrament um gratia et spirltaa operant* 
intrinsecus beneficium gratia solvens vinculum culpa reoouciUftae bonnmnatnra*, irgenettm* 
homuiom to no* qhristo, tx u* Adamo geflaratum." August Epist ad Bonif. *& p.^H. 
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mil) protest] to show that the elect of the united influence of "the 
w*te« ajadthe Spirit" constitutes that which our Saviour is pleased 
tj> denominate "Regeneration," or "New Birth;" and, therefore* 
that by saying " Except a man be born again of water and the 
Spirit, He meant " Except a man be Baptized according to my 
Institution* ha shall not enter the Kingdom of Heaven;" there 
being no other way of being " born of water" as well as "of the. 
Spirit," excepting in the Sacrament of Baptism: not Let it be 
observed, that there is any such virtue in water, by which it can 
regenerate us, (for our regeneration is wholly the act of the Spirit 
of Christ) but because Baptism, or Washing with water, is the 
IJite or Ordinance appointed by Christ, wherein He regenerates us by 
His Holy Spirit. This great, and wonderful change which has been 
proved from Scripture to be effected by the Sacrament of Baptism 
in the condition of man, (being,, as it were, a new nature, and a 
new state of existence) might have been called with the strictest 
propriety "Regeneration" or "New Birth," (even if there hajL 
bee!* no better reason, as I will presently show,) because those who. 
undergo it are " regenerated" or " new born" into a new condition, 
acquire a new name, a new hope, and a new faith, and are obliged 
to a new course of life, to which if they strictly adhere the Holy 
Spirit will sanctify and direct them. It was, however* rather with 
*n immediate reference to a local phraseology familiar to theJepos 
themselves, because He wished to convert them to Christianity,, 
that induced Him (at least so we may believe) to denominate the* 
Sacrament of Baptism " Regeneration." Aware of the aversion of 
His Countrymen from every species of innovation upon the Religion, 
in wjiich they had been educated, of their fondness for external, 
ceremonies, and of their prejudices against Himself and the Religion, 
which He had founded. He sought to remove those prejudices by 
adopting as nearly as possible the very ceremeuies which their owa 
nation had used in similar cases. It was with this view, doubtless,. 
tfeat because the Master of the Feast after the, Paschal Supper gave. 
" bread &nd wine" to every person of his family, that He in the: 
institution of. the Sacrament of His own Supper, was pleased to 
retain the outward signs u bread and wine" communicating, how- 
ever, to those elements by the infusion (as it wore) of His own 
Spirit, a new grace, and a proper efficacy, of which before they hacL 
beep destitute.. Nor did He act otherwise with the Sacrament el 
Baptism, for although God had instituted the rite of circumcision* 
as that by which His chosen people, the Jews* were to be admitted 
into Covenant with Him, yet they, proud of thejc own peculiar, 
sanctity, and regarding all the rest of mankind as in a state of. 
uncleanuess, appointed another ceremony in addition to it, (via. the 
" Baptism of Proselytes,") by which they admitted converts from 
heathenism to the Jewish Religion, and whieh ceremony,, (derived, 
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as tbey imagined, from the lair of Moses,) was administered by the 
toothing, or affusion of water % indicative of tbeir being cleansed 
from their natural impurity. Now it is a singular but well«attested 
fact, that the Jews fur several ages prior to our Saviour's Institution 
had called this Baptism of Proselytes "Regeneration" or "new 
birth" and those who submitted to the rite or ceremony were 
called "regenerated" "born again" and "new born" not merely 
because they had entered into a new state, were bound to new 
dispositions and principles, and had become amenable to new 
customs and regulations, but because they were from that moment 
considered dead to their former relations, and entitled to rights 
and privileges from which by nature they were excluded. Because, 
therefore, "Regeneration" or "new birth" was the ordiuary 
phrase or appellation for Baptism among the Jews who were con- 
temporary with our blessed Saviour, He saw fit in the institution 
of Christian Baptism not only to adopt the same ceremony, (viz, 
affusion of water, which had been already consecrated to a similar 
use by the Jews) hut to retain also the very phrase familiar to 
them, viz. " Regeneration" or " new birth" only (as in the case 
of the other Sacrament) converting the empty shadow into a 
substance by the mystical union of His Spirit with the water ; that 
as Baptism had been to the Jewish Proselyte from heathenism a 
" death** to his natural incapacities, and a " new birth" to the civil 
priveleges of a Jew, so to the Christian it might be a " death unto 
sin and a new birth unto righteousness,"— a " new birth" by which 
Be should be translated out of the natural state, as a descendant 
of Adam, to a spiritual state in Christ, that is, to a State of 
salvation. The fact, therefore, of " Regeneration" having been 
the ordinary appellation of Baptism among the Jews, places it 
beyond all doubt that our blessed Saviour (who " baptized with the 
Holy Ghost"*) by the words "born again" meant Baptism. 
Indeed as He has expressly declared that we cannot be "born 
again " unless we be " born both of water and of the Spirit," we 
must be born not only " of the Spirit" but " of water" also ; and, 
therefore, no one can be possibly " born of water" without at the 
same time being " born of the Spirit;" now we are "born of wiUer u 
in Baptism, consequently whoever is " born of water" in Baptism 
is necessarily in Baptism "born of the Spirit" also; but there is 
do other ceremony in which we can be "born of water" but 
Baptism, and, therefore, we can be "born of the Spirit" in 
Baptism only : now, we can be Baptized only once, therefore, we 
can be " born of the Spirit" only once; but if we can be " born of 
the Spirit " only once, and we are " born of the Spirit " in Baptism, 
that once must be in Baptism; and, therefore, being "born of the 
Spirit" cannot mean the amendment (or, as our Dissenting Brethren 
term it, "conversion") of a sinner after Baptism; for if being 

* Acts xl i& 
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w bdr» of the Spirit" mean such amendment, or conversion after 
Baptism, as no baptized Infant who dies in its infancy is capable 
of such amendment, or repentance after Baptism, therefore, 
(according to the modern interpretation of being " born of the 
Spirit/') no baptized Infant dying in infancy can be "born of the 
Spirit," and as none can "enter the Kingdom of Heaven" who 
have not been " born of the Spirit," therefore, no baptized Infant 
dying in infancy (and nearly one-third of those who are born die in 
their infancy, or shortly after) can " enter the Kingdom of Heaven ;" 
but (to be silent on the uncharitable?) ess and utter cruelty of such 
an exclusive tenet) our Saviour has expressly declared that every 
baptized Infant may "enter the Kingdom of Heaven," indeed that 
" of such is the Kingdom of Heaven," 4 " therefore, a baptized Infant 
maybe "born of the Spirit.** Now it has been proved that no 
one can be " born of the Spirit" without being at the same time 
"born of water" also, therefore, every Infant is "born of the 
Spirit" at the same time when it is "born of water" but it can 
be " born of water" only in Baptism, consequently, every Infant 
is "born" in Baptism, "both of water and the Spirit? 9 and as 
being " born of water and the Spirit" is (according to our Saviour'* 
explanation) being "born again," (or " regenera ted/")' therefore, 
every Infant is " regenerate with God's Holy Spirit'* by Baptism. 
Indeed, if the word "Sacrament" be correctly defined, (which it 
most certainly isf) as " an outward and visible sign of an inward 
,and spiritual grace, given unto us, ordained by Christ /as a means 
whereby we receive" that inward and spiritual grace, "and a 
pledge to assure us" that we do receive it, and if Baptism do not 
convey Regeneration, it is destitute of an invbatd and spiritual 
grace, and, consequently, no Sacrament; now as al! doctrines 
which proceed upon the supposition of Baptism being no Sacrament, 
(as the doctrine that Baptism conveys no Regeneration evidently 
'does) necessarily dispense with one of the Sacraments ordained by 
Christ, therefore the doctrine that Baptism does not convey Rege- 
neration, dispenses with one of the Sacraments ordained oy Christ; 
but a. doctrine which dispenses with one of the Sacraments ordained 
by Christ cannot be a Scriptural doctrine, consequently, the doctrine 
that Baptism does not convey Regeneration is not a Scriptural 
doctrine/ if then Baptism convey Regeneration (which I hope 'has 
been Satisfactorily proved from the Word of God) the Church of 
England has the authority of Scripture for asserting that Infants 
by ftaptism are "regenerate with God's Holy Spirit/' by which 
expression she means the application by God of His Holy Spirit to 
the Infant, and His putting it (by means of that Holy S >irit) into 
Christ, and uniting it to Himself. Hence, baptized Inf -tuts may 
be properly called "Members of Christ, Children of God, and 
Iuheritors of the Kingdom of Heaven," which/indeed, are only 

* Matt xix. 14. 
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Scriptural figures of speech representing the relations in which they 
stand to God, and His Son, Jesus Christ. For as Christ is said 
to be the " Head of His Body, the Church/ 1 * He is to the Church, 
what the Head is to the Body, and every one who belongs to the 
Church is a Member of the Body of Christ, arid, therefore, a 
" Member of Christ ;t again, (although by the fall of Adam, man 
became the " enemy of God/'J and M a child of the Devil,"§ yet) 
in becoming a " Member of Christ" he is adopted- into the family 
of God, and thereby made "a Child of God,"f| iu like wanee* Ja,§ 
the Jews were called the "Children of God," because they were 
formerly the "Children of His Covenant ;"H and, as by entering 
into the Christian Covenant, they are entitled (upon performing &# 
, obligations of it) to the privileges of the Coveuaut, namely* eternal 
happiness in the Kingdom of Heaven, they may, with the stifefcest 
propriety, be called "Inheritors of the Kingdom of. Heaven**/ 
The Church of England cannot, therefore, be justly charged WJM* 
speaking either "farcically" or .". profanely," in decjorhig* <M 
baptized Infants to l>e "regenemt* with God's Hofy %i*it4 
"Members of Christ, ChilUreo of God, aad fuherUor*. of iUft 
Kingdom of Heaven." : r 



pBJ, — " In the administration of the Eucharist are many 

^exceptionable things; jot, first, the elements of brea<} 

\andwinp ar$ called "the body, and blood of Christ, 1 ? 

t which expression countenances the impious dotfrinq cf 

the Church of /torn* respecting Transubstan tiation j 

secondly, in delivering', the elements , tbe Officiating 

Minister does not say (as did tmr Saviour to His A postles) 

generally once t& all, ** Take, eat, and drink," but te 

evdry one in particular, € * Eat thou," and "drink thou/* 

' ubhich is according to the Popish Form; thirdly, in tht 

arl ministration oj the elements the Minister declares (6 

every particular Communicant, whether elected or repr<*- 

hatcd, that l \the Body of Christ was crucified? arid 

the Blood oj Christ was shed u for s him, or her/* \$f\£^ 

This Sacra?neiit is also t administered privately 1 Iq (tie 

Sick, ivhkh is unscr%ptur.Ql % and a great enormity } x and 

it is also improperly ryequirfi</t 4? b# administered irxmp- 

diately flftw marriage* !.. , V ;, , nr 

* Eph. i. 22. £3. + Co!, ii. 19. J Rom. v. Id; Cdl'. i. 21. ' ' \ 1 JonA'taW 

II John!. 18 j CM. IU.S6; Uohnifi. 1. T Arts \\V 25. ' * 

* * As this third objection, (involving a discussion of the dortriw of " Cniveital Redemption,") 
more properly belongs to Chap. vl its refutation will not be attempted in the present 
Chapter, in which it is only introduced for the sake of uniformity.— See Chap. vi. Artiri* 
M Calvinist." 
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<>. 50J— Does the expression ''Body and Blood of Christ" as 
tipplied to the Elements of Bread and Wine m the administration 
of thti Eucharist, countenance the Doctrhieof Romish Transub- 
strfn'tialkwi ? 

To rerwte 1|Hb objection, it will be first necessary to refer to the 
oVigiua'HnStitntiun of this Sacrament by our Saviour, as recorded 
fri >th£ New* 'Testament. <!Ai*d as they were eating," writes St. 
Matthew,** Jesus took bread, and blessed it, and brake it* and 
gave it Ua the D&sciples, and said, Take, eat, this is my Body? 
ttnd He took tb# cup, and gave thanks; ami gave it to them, saying, 
Dtink ye #H of this* For this is n»y Blood, which is shed for many 
fo* the remission of sins.** UponVearefal perusal of these words 
if tftir blessed SaViour, it' will be-eifideBtto every impartial reader, 
that He in ten tied that sty whomsoever worthily receiving '-the same, 
His' Apostles and their £| S»ccessors, (lawfully ordained,t) shoaid 
adtitfnister those Elements of Bread «nd Wine, (which He in thte 
jiresdnW of 'those Apostles brfd consecrated for the benefit of all 
gebettrfioWs to thd end «©£ the World) these 'Elements sHould sferw 
toKY&iiMfmii^fab&ltos&s, or taea^oficWey»Bce of His '"" Body 
find Blood" to them ; for as He Himself elsewhere assnros us that 
f'H'ia Jlesh is meat indeed, and His blood drink indeed,"^ so also 
St. Paul declares thatto e?ery worthy receiver, these Elements of 
pread and Wine are " the communioii of the Body and Blood pf 
Christ ;*'§ J so that asthe'/ft/w Spirit of God is poured into thp 
jjthil of man by the water of baptism (as was proved in my last 
.anVwer) J ahh oil £b ' neither contained in the water; nor the water 
kllanVed into it) so the Body and Stood of (Christ are received by 
the* soul (if -mairWthe Breads Wine of the Lord's Supper, 
gfthtaigh that Body ttnd Bibod are neither contained in the Bread 
(&ud N Wine, nor the Bread and Wine changed into then! ; so that 
wbateVer ifceritV tome, or virtue soever there is in the sacred Body 
ZptikiBiobd ot >ChHat* we hdverit freely, fally, and wholly by this 
^acra^ent; Now, as every cause is ia.the effect which ^proceeds 
fjpnr it^ and that which produces any certain effect, ifc m.t irnproperly 
aaidto bo that very effect to which it tends^ therefore, the Elements 
m.Breafl and Wine x being instrumental causes upon the receipt of 
3V$iict£ (as our Saviour and St. Paijl assure us) tbe^full participation 
pf x Cbrist's Body and Blood ensues, (without any transubstdntiation 
exchange of the substance of the Bread and Wine into His Body 
tfncl Blood, or even a" consubstantiation or incorporation of that 
HoVfy v an v d'Biorjro? frith the ©read nnd Wine,) the Bread and Wine 
may with the strictest propriety be called the 1* Body and Blood 9 * 
of .Christ, because all who receive those Elements "worthily," 
receive that " Body and Blood*' by the mystical co-operation of the 
omnipotent power of Christ, which makes it His Body and Shod 
to them; in like manner as Christ is called our "Life,*' because 

* Matt xxvi. 26. 27. 28. + See Quest SO. J John ?L 56. \ 1 Cor. x. 10. 
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through Him we obtain Life. The Church of England, therefore, 
has applied the term "Body and Blood of Christ" to the Elements 
of Bread and Wine in the Lord's Supper, not because she supposes 
any change of those Elements into jlesh and blood, causing (as the 
Church of Borne teaches) a literal, corporal, and oral manducatiou 
of the very substance of Christ's Body and Blood, but because 
s.be very ppoperly believes that, through the concurrence of divine 
power, the Elements of Bread and Wine are, to those who receive 
them worthily in this Sacrament, instrumental causes of an invisible 
and a mystical participation in the "Body and Blood*' of Christ, 
producing a kind of transubstantiation (not in the Elements, but) 
in those who so receive them; being to them, and. in them the 
"Body and Blood" of Christ, and working in them a change of 
soul and body from sin to righteousness, and from death and 
corruption to life and immortality. Such are the reasons upon 
which the Church of England scruples not to call the Sacramental 
Elements of Bread and Wine, the " Body and Blood of Christ"— 
reasons sanctioned by the use of the very same terms in Scripture,* 
and. by the Primitive Church. t He, therefore, who would quarrel 
with the Church of England on this account, must quarrel also with 
our Saviour, His holy Apostles, and the Fathers of the Church of 
Christ in its earliest and purest ages; for if the words " Body and 
Rkwdaf Christ" as applied to the Elements of Bread and Wine 
countenance the doctrine of Transubstantiation in the present age, 
they must b*ve done so in a former age; hence* we are to believe 
that the Primitive Church (which used the same terms as the Church 
of England now uses, and iu the same sense,) did countenances 
doctrine which was not even dreamt of until many centuries after! 
which were indeed to pay a handsomer compliment to the Church 
of Rome than she really merits, or thau any true Protestant would 
feel disposed to grant her. But it has been objected against the 
Church of England, (and I would have my Dissenting Brethren 
bear well, in mind that the same objection, holds good against our 
Saviour and His. Apostles,) that "because the Church of Rome 
gftlia the Sacramental Elements of Bread and Wine the " Body and 
Blood tf Christ," and the Church of England also calls the same 
JBread and Wine, the " Body and Blood of Christ," that therefore, 
the Church of Rome and the Church of England must tnt&n the 
Mme thing* that as .the Church of Rome by the term u Body and 
JMogftofjChriaW' as applied to the Elements of Bread and Wine, 
implies,, that those Elements are literally, and visibly transnbr 
stantiated -or changed into the very substance of Christ's Flesh 
nnd Blood, and the Church of England means the same thing as 

* See particularly John ri. 53. 54. 55 ; 1 Cor. x. 16 j Matt. xxvi. 28; 1 Cor. xi. 2*. 27. 
+ TertulL contra Marc lab. iv. cap. 40; Iren. lib. v. cap. 1 ; Cyp. do Can. cap. 2. 3. 5. 0. 7. 9: 
Euseb. Emiasen. Horn. V. do Fasch; Theodor. Hilar, de Trio. lib. riii; Leo de Pasch. 
Serm. 14 j Iren. lib. iv. cap. 40 ; Cyril, in Johan. lib, iv. cap. 14. 
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the Church of Rome, that, therefore, the Church of England believes 

in a transubstantiation of the Bread and Wine into the very 

substance of Christ's " Flesh and Blood; 11 at all events, that if 

they do not mean precisely the same thing, yet that the difference 

between them is not so wide as it ought to be, because the Church 

of England was bound to show the distinction by affixing some 

epithet to the words "Body and Blood" (if she mast use them at 

all) which might imply that the Elements of Bread and Wiue, being 

bat earthly and corruptible, the term "Body" as applied to the 

one imported only the figure of Christ's Body, and the term 

" Blood" as applied to the other only signified His Blood; but that 

as she has omitted to do so, therefore by that omission she evidently 

intended to countenance the doctrine of Transubstantiation' ' Now 

this argument (if such unmeaning sophistry deserve the name of 

argument) can be easily answered-— For, in the first place, if the 

Church of England cannot have used the same term (or expression) 

that the Church of Rome has used, without using it in the same 

sense, therefore, our Saviour Himself (who has used the same term 

" Body and Blood") must also have used it in the same sense as 

the Church of Rome has done ; and, consequently, as the Churcti 

of Rome by this term means Transubstantiation, our Saviour also 

must have meant Transubstantiation; and, therefore, the Romish 

Doctrine of Transubstantiation is a Scriptural doctrine, instituted 

by Christ Himself, and the Church of England had no authority to 

use the term in a different sense from the Church of Rome, if our 

Saviour Himself bad used it in the same sense. But if our Saviour 

in using the same term "Body and Blood" used it in a different 

.sense from the Church of Rome, it follows that the Church of 

England also may have used it in a different sense ; and it is, 

therefore, no argument, that because both Churches have used the 

same term, that they must, therefore, mean the same thing. In 

the second place, 1 admit that the Church of England has no where 

declared, nor even insinuated, that the term "Body" as applied 

by her to the Bread imports only the figure of Christ's Body, nor 

that the term " Blood" as applied to the. Wine only signifies His 

Blood, because she could have no Scriptural authority for such 

ait opinion; our Saviour has giveu it no sanction, for he expressly 

saysi *T*ke, eat, this is my Body; Drink ye all of this, this is 

my Btotid."* What His real meaning may have been is to be 

sought for only in the full and perfect explanation which He has 

giveu us on another occasion of His own words, of which, it must 

be acknowledged, He Himself was the best Interpreter—" The Son 

jof Man," says He, " shall give unto you that meat which endureth 

unto everlasting life; I am the living bread which came down from 

Heaven ; if any man eat of this bread, he shall live for ever ; and 

the bread that I will give is my Flesh. The Jews, therefore, 

* Matt. xxvi. 86. 87. 28. 



strove among tbemaelrea, saying, How can this man gfcrcras *fr 
JFto/* to oa-t 1" The reply made ; by our Saviofrr tcrtbis ehqutrjf 
satisfactorily proves that by (be term" BedyKn&^Blbod" &&ftd\<A 
to Incitements of Bread and Wine, He did not niean tbs 'liter! 
figure, ot His Body, and (be signification of His Blootf ?<ttth*h 
«Jetua t Ba4<iuirta<tbein, Verify VerilyvLeaynntoyflKk; except yoe^l 
IbAfYftaA *f tfte : S*n of Man, and drink HiaBtatfpyebtofrw* 
lifekn^oill wtooso eatetk my Fjekk and drihketh my- &h(%t$'h#tb 
eternal Life!) fortny>F/tfaA is *teoi indeed; and my Bfodtf 'is nVfttft 
indeed ; he, thtteatath my Flesh* and drinketh my BfooA dtoelfedf 
^ «se, ttBd Jin (Aim ; he that eaieth me, ahull Ure'by tne/ ? * Thusv 
aVfitehad dedatdd'in the caso ef the other 'SacPamentf, ^l^eriti* 
maji bejibortt of w&ter andi $her Spirit, he canriot «hterv tfi&Kit%$(nht 
^Heftvcln, M t : In -like maimer, He has offinneditrf thnVSbmmw*# 
that ^«*«ept We zdt the Fieekxtf UbeTSdn of Ma*^Aii&siWi**«i* 
BAww^ we have no Life in ma/' Our : SaTioar, -tliterofo^b** 
promiflod w in the 'Breod&a*d Wine a jwtfcfpaiieiiiiePBis^B*^ 
apd Rfeitf,'! a ifwdmia© which* *ee may anp^se He wf» <ti1rty penfaf ml? 
tatifetoitibcr ^aerfed,' thai He fan nto wbercnsairJ tb*i theUBr^ 
and waRfc are* first to fcejcanoerfefef or chahgect jntt> His *B<MfyIaSMi 
Blmdi" kqfort wis ,r>hria1<fe of them v nor hit* He said; Jtfliat >H4^ 
"Unify *nSiRfo«raJF trte^* «be 'firsti *<wf*^^^ 
0$fie» -Agfynttwe partakeof tltciriv nee doeirHe say, tiiat tfc*2fog# 
i» biftntheimere^^eelLHis 'f IM^Ui'tod timttfce ^ifofcdwri'bwfc 
*%w[/> Uis^>B/oo^ n Ht-Tb<i\ first [of these opidiorwifetfmt *w**bjt 
^jetiQlMWtablof itotne, .and f if! He .bad uonateimrieed! ft,>flfe wmtii£ 
wiMi^^tbttv^ been 4< Take > and ^eal, thisJis'imyi^Of^^lDridloyie 
a-Jtpftfiiisyi tiis hvmy.Bfoarftf* 4ihl beiWool(Thd?e>f^^^wetf^6t^(ft«*> 
Qf them, and: said, f* Thi^i* my i Body, take and e& ii *» thi8?is«*fry» 
Bltrtdi, .idriftife.fB'sIMtf 'tfi'Vio vhfeYe favoare'd tte Second iopinww^ 
(which i$ mrntitained by the Greek aadbH liiutftetaraiGaiibc^BjjHHV' 
HPuMrd#«btiefc8 bawevmiid, if* 'JPhisvtsi a* ' compbsitkhwvi Bteaw abdt 
JRfarilr % it*h0 jand «rt li; !^bia is Va miature oi Wine lands $feqtf; 
4wJf)9*T tfliifift'lM!' fitbmllyv af He hdd witlmi to maJntiainMtfh*' 
(jpfation ^f om 0iss^rn#'Brefclrcenv ,H? worild not have r Saidid'Ttfitf> 
*>:reyv\fo%/i bitt '* TO* ^<w>frty >&##;• ># the "^eaeiiflppltaiqft 
i»y j&tifow awt/iitt* ,^This ta niy B/<rtr<*// but!" Thfo *$w&^in£ 
JB^wAvt JSnt iti is f tf<tfldent that' Hi* wdrda »gi*e no w&rrnhii tor* 
authority fan anyone nf \4hesto dpkrionai; for. of the Br4aabHtUjfe*0 
saya,;" Take and: Mf^ then {and nbt until their) "thla i» n>y 
22aty,''.aiA0&tbe Wine,*r^i, » Brink yea\) of tfois^ 1 thenifolllowtf 
•^ this i*.»y; Bhe&j* we ajmst « 'dTaike ami -art** »^ore^ Wnwfeal' 
become Hia '' J3o^' iaasy and wfe mnat «drink f ' be/Ore it 'cad be 4 
made His " BIoqW* an opinion corroborated by the aeeotlnt giien 
by St. Mark, whojwrites, "And He took the cup, and when He 
bad given thauks, He gave it to them, and they all drank of it . 

* John rt 21. 51. 52. 53. 51 55. 56. 57. f John iil 5. 
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and He*aid nnto them," (that is, aflet that they bad all drank of 
Uj> " tiiia is my Blood" &c.* The ^raarfy tbefdfore, iattie "Barfy 
tf.Qbriat," and the Wine " His Blood/' <not a* Romanes and 
i^Uhecatis vainly imagine ^ fe/ornvbui) after toe have paftafcari of 
tbat'Brtodl aatl /^»* y that i3 y not hi the Priests IrtindwMdeftrert 
tbar*^ aq*rin fae< mouth .q{, epery* Contawnicant, ba* *>aiy i& the 
mml m*my wcfrtty (riecawah, ior tbe MBfidynitf Slowl" of Christ 
ate<Mf> tbe ed'ect of a faitbfal partatiptttfoi* of Che Hle^eAt&^f 
JSimdtod.mm^ r/Xbei€tatcb<of Eagland after tbi*l maimer 
mi4t$wlbr\4ing \oyTu Savionita . promise, i nay. bfc -uaMh perltatpsMtf 
^jMlfBnatt<te.otfcJdwirffife a£ ihe real presence *§ Christ's ^^^ 
W&.&kfoW butmofi io tbeElemdnte ofiB/stftf wild tf%t*i hon fr^b?* 
^y^ertencivftdtbyi the £omantRikcuit» (fi)r*he^deelar crrtWat *" Wfi 
§»OT»rowtal JUaoleafaDofifiiteaidraiid IWioe n&naia still in their **?*tf 
«Mfc*9& $Ukstame*i" »audftbdtr *tbe^Natw>dt Body and Mtood (Tf 
^arfS^vUtar Christ aroin Jfcarm, 'and natihene, it being against 
t^,|^thpe^G^kri&tb(^arftei^Sody to beat\one tiirte in anotarptacen 
Wfttt Wft^'vthbttt «aty in tbe'aofi of th* reeairer of those- SleuveMsV 
$0WMh4j hftVfc ibeeu-iwdrthtiy and fidthfdWy re«Wed: ai^ohmi^ii 
(Wf.l^baVte*8b«Wii) Ma^fwjsible^to tbfr meaning ftntf iatentftw of bar 
SaMioar H itoeelO ftud the interpretation of St. Pauti Leatv howwar* 
&iahfe\be£tetfri]ibs0rtea» ^be same " shocdd by any persons oat of 
%**fiftHMfe andiMvmity* or cot of vmdhse <**& cbxtfaaeyi hernia 
<#Wtmed" ad warranting the, notion ef» the real presence* of fhtf 
^tteftaiahc baa added the woorda ^ Tukk-imdeat ihteiw ret*effr> 
fctwtot tliit (Chriat died for yori, and bd tbankful)" 1 tocteed it itf 
sufcificoUy daclartdthat the JGombinuisaDls theamty«ityiritmllW 
eaftitUe fte$h of Chri»t, and driak His Blood/^ and, therefor; the 
expression! " Body and Blood ofiChrwb'Hs-to betaken tikH#piritiudt 
aanaaftiity, mid even then* only *^ by the fmthfuh n {a&^he»€&n*ch 
1&d^gteh& Affirms >m her OalecHiscn?) now; if the^ml prtteenee 
bad b^ninterated, it would bara been. a corporeal tytubi not a 
"ttpifctfwfeJK) *ec«paon of the "ifiarfy aad :£/M *f jObtet," • ft** 
wdald /tbat reception ba*ei been Sdoiifined- to "faMhfuV* reCeH^r^ 
ojttyr biitnthe unfaithful* (although .adwortby retataMrs 1 ) wtoAd 
eqjiatyuwitfotJre^i/foYtyar hate-been, partakers o4i<« ttajBMjrtfbA* 
MhadM pUrist;** In * word, if additional; probf itfeta wat)t«ijr to 
eatahtish tbeSunoeeace of 4he:Clmrdi of Ettgl&ndUntftis respect* 
ft won Ml fearlessly appeal to her mode of £ftm*ecwliw> ami \fldi*toii&± 
tvation of the Saeramantol 1 Elebaoi^^ ikhicb diflfers so bsicntiaHf^ 
from that practised by the Chnrch\of Rake^ thnt it o^ouM be very 
difenh to eatabRab aityaimiila^ity of opinion between thetn on this 
pofrt;; >for whilst the Church of Rome requires the Priest not only 
to Elevate the filemtnta, (that is, suddenly to lift np the wafer 
nviet his head, and afterwards the chalice, 'that the people may 
• ■ — — — ■ — ■ ■<■ ■ — ■ *■*-» ■ * — -* 

* Mark xiv. 23. 24. f See the Note at the end of her " Communion Service." 

t See the " Exhortation " in the Communion Service. 
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kneel and worship them,) but also to divide the sacrificial wafer 
super stitiouSly into three parts, (which are to be eaten by himself,) 
and' to put the other wafers entire into the mouths of the Commu- 
nicants, that no part of the " Body of Christ " may be wasted or 
lost, and to withhold the cup totally from the Laity, lest by any 
accident the " Blood" should be spilt,— the Church of England, on 
the contrary* forbids the "Elevation" of the Elements, becanste 
she declares that " they may not be adored, for that were idolatry, 
to be abhorred of all faithful Christians, w * she also requires the 
Bread to be broken, (and not to be divided, or delivered entire,) 
and also to be put into the hands (and not the mouths) of her 
Communicants. We may, therefore, fairly infer that in applying 
the expression "Body and Blood of Christ" to the Sacramental 
Elements of Bread and Wine, the Church of England follows 
Scripture and the Primitive Church, (as has been already proved,) 
and not the Church of Rome. 

Q. 5\.—FPhy has the Church of England retained the PSpish 
Form of saying at the delivery of the Sacramental Elements to 
every one in particular, " Eat thou,*' and u Drink thou," instead 
*f that practised by our Saviour, of paying generally once to all, 
*• Take, eat, and drink?" 

It is quite uncertain whether our Saviour at His last Supper 
spoke " generally once to all" who did then communicate, or to 
** every one in particular," His words being recorded in that Form 
which was best suited for narrating with historical brevity what 
Was spoken. But even if it could be clearly shown that He did 
Bpeak but "generally once to all," and, therefore, that the Church 
of England differs from Him in this respect, yet it is no fault in 
her, because her imitation of Him does not consist in scrupulously 
confining herself to His very words, but rather in speaking by the 
direction of that inspired wisdom which teaches different ways to 
One end. Now in the Sacrament of Baptism, the Dissenters (as 
well as the Church of England)' say "I Baptize thee," there is, 
therefore, no reason why in this Sacrament they should not say 
" Eat thou ;" for as God in the one Sacrament, as well as in the 
other, applies the grace which He has provided for the 1 benefit of 
all mankind in particular to the person of every one, we ought in 
the administration of the one Sacrament as well as in the other, to 
express that in forms of speech which He by His Word and Gospel 
teaches all to believe ; and also as the greater portion of Commu- 
nicants in most Country Parishes are dull, heavy, and senseless, 
it is both highly proper and necessary to remind them singly and 
individually where they are, by saying to " every one of them in 
particular, 'Eat thou,' and 'Drink thou* " 

Q. &%—How do you defend the private .Administration of the 
Lord's Supper to the Sick 1 

* See the Note affixed to the Communion Service. 
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It has been the constant practice of the Church of Christ (in all 
probability derived from the times of the Apostles) for persons 
dangerously sick to receive the holy Sacrament of the Lord's Supper, 
for their spiritual comfort and assistance against the natural terrors 
of death. » To refuse this Sacrament to such persons at a #me when 
they c$ii receive it most profitably and acceptably, (for by sickness 
they are composed into a heavenly frame of miud, and therefore 
nearest of all their life to perfection, and moreover, having fulfilled 
the duties. mentioned in the service for the Visitation of the Sick, 
they are prepared both for death and this blessed Sacrament,) ie 
nothing else than to add to that affliction, which the law of God 
and Christian charity require us to remove. Jt ia, therefore, neither 
"nnscriptural" nor " a great enormity " to administer this Sacrament 
to the Sick, for it is God's seal of forgiveness to them, (if t bey 
receive it with faith and penitence,) it arms them against the fear 
of death, it assures them of their resurrection to eternal life, (viz. 
by keeping tbem Members of Christ's Body, for Christ has declared 
£hajt ".whoso eateth His flesh and drinketh His blood, hath eternal 
Jife, and He will raise him up at the last day,"*) and, lhially, it 
conveys to them those comfortable assurances of the love of Gud, 
which will never leave them until they see Him face to face ; on 
.which. account Su Ignatiu.* cajls it "the medicine of immortality, 
^np: antidote of death," t and St*, Cyprian declares it to* be,,'? the 
joyful ^solemnity or, a speedy resurrection." J For these important 
jjeaaous the Church of England has permitted, the administration of 
jihis Sacrament to the Sick, and rather than that ; they shojuld t he 
deprived of so necessary a consolation, she allows her Ministers to 
Administer it to a few in a private house ; indeed as s she permits 
tb^s only upon occasions of absolute necessity, and as there is no 
condemnation of it in Scripture, the difference of a place cannot be 
of such value and importance, that, for it, the participation of the 
blessed Sacrament should be neglected. The ancient Sacrament of 
the. Paschal Supper was destined by its Author to the private 
families of Israel, and there is, no reason why the Sacrament of the 
tfre New Testament should be so affixed to our Churches that no 
necessity, however urgent, may justify its admission into our houses ; 
especially if we bear in mind, that although its heavenly founder 
* prescribed to the Apostles, and they to the succeeding Church, the 
perpetual administration of this Sacrament, yet neither He nor, they 
have left any precept for the place ; so that to omit it, because in 
a private house, is to omit that which Christ and His Apostles have 
commanded, for that which they have not commanded. 

Q. 53.— 2fy what argument do you defend the administration 
of this Sacrament immediately after Marriage ? 

* John vi. 54. 
f €€ q>&g(A<XKOv ' ' aQotvcKTias 'avriitoTov yurt Qaniv." Ignat Epist. ad Ephes. 
t " Maturate resurrections loetabunda eolemnia." Cypr. de Caen, Dom. cap. 10. 
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There is nothing in tbt Christian Religion which can so forcibly 
and effectually induce men to esteem the bund of wedlock aa 
Indissoluble (fur which the laws of Uomulus respecting marriage* 
inasmuch as they enjoined certain special solemnities for ita 
conscientious observance, have been always extolled 5 ") aa the 
Sacrament of the Lord's Supper; wherefore Tertuilian declared 
himself incompetent " to describe the happiness of that marriage 
which the Church cements, and the Sacrament of the Church. 
Confirms."t The administration of this Sacrament after marriage 
is as religious and holy a custom as it is ancient, because it aervee 
to confirm the vow of the married couple to each other, and to biud 
them more strictly to their several dutiea; if, therefore, the; Church, 
of England be at all blameable, it is rather foe not providing thai 
it may be more frequently practised* thaa for goffering it at aft. 



Obj, — " In the Marriage Service, the bridegroom is enjoined 
to make an Idol of /us bride, and to declare in thi most 
extravagant strain of ail wwplimenits, that 'totfft bis 
body he worships her.' " 



Q, $4.— '#0*0 do you refute the charge of Idolatry alleged 
Cgainst the clause in the Marriage Service, which requires the 
husband to say to his wife, " with my body I thee worship V* 

The old English word "worship" signified an "honourable 
regard/' (as is evident from several expressions still retained among 
us, as "Your Worship," "Worshipful," &c.) aud, therefore* the 
clause "With my body I thee worship" at the time wheu it wae 
composed meant only "With my body 1 thee honour, 19 Now the 
difference, according to the old Roman law, between a wife and a 
concubine was that the husband before marriage promised to promote 
the woman to whom he was married to the honour of " Mat ex 
Faroilias," or Mistress of his Family, — in other words* that " with 
his body be would worship (i. e. honour), her*" meaning that he 
would admit her not only to a share of his bed, but also to. the 
worshipful and honourable dignity of a wife. In like manner it is 
recorded of the Jews, that they aucicntly used the same phrase, 
saying "Be unto me a wife* and I according to the Word of God, 
will worship, honour, and maintain thee, according to the manner 
of husbands among the Jews, who worship* honour*, aud maintain 

* Uionyi. UalicaraiM. Antig*. lib. il. f " Untie suffiriam ad ewarrandaw felicitates ejus 

matrimouii quod Eoclesia couciliat, et conflrmat oblatio." TertuL lib. ii. ad ITxerera. 
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their wives." The Church of England, therefore, not satisfied that 
the wife should only have a right of participation in the "worldly 
goods" of her husband, but that she should also share in all the 
titles and honours which were due/or belonged to his person, 
requires him to declare not only that •' with his worldly goods hd 
will endow her," but that he will " worship" (or honour) her with 
that conjugal honour and affection which was denied to the concubine.* 
The bridegroom is, therefore, not required by the Marriage 3ervica 
of the Church of England " to make an Idol of his bride," nor to 
declare (according to the modern signification of the word) that he 
will "worship" her, hut simply to promise that he will promote 
her to the dignity of a mother over his family, t 



Obj. — u In the Service for the € Visitation of the Sick* the 
Minister declares that € by Christ 9 s authority committed 
to him, he absolves' the sick person 'from all his si?is,' 
which is both Popish and blasphemous. * 



Q. 55.~2fy what arguments can you acquit the Church of 
•Mngland of the charge of Popery and blasphemy in requiring her 
Ministers to declare at the " Visitation of the Sick" that by 
44 Christ's authority committed to them, they absolve" the sick 
person "from mil his sins?" 

The Form of absolution, appointed by the Church of England for 
*' the Visitation of the Sick " is neither Popish nor blasphemous, 
.for th* Church of England fully believes the power of forgiveness 
of sins to be the inherent right of the Almighty, and the Form 
which she has ordered to be read Hpon those occasions, distinctly 
recognizes that authority. Believing indeed that those who are 
dangerously ill may have, at the hour of death, "some weighty 
matter troubling their consciences/' of which, in their dying 
moments, they may earnestly wish to " make a special confession," 
she has required her Ministers to hear that confession, agreeable 

* Xj. penut D. de coqeub. item legato sect, penuet D. da leg. S. I* Douatto&es 
D. de Donatioiribus. 
■f That such is the true and precise signification of the old English "worship" is evident from 
tile following passage in the Old Version of our Bible :— " Bat now the Lord saith, Be it far 
from me ; for them that worship me, I will worship,'* (that is, make worshipful, or honourable, 
for hi no other way can God be said to "worship** man,) "and they that despise me shall be 
lightly esteemed." 1 Sam. ii. 30. As the Liturgy of the Church of England followed this 
version, it necessarily employs the word •• worship " in a similar sense. In our present 
authorized Translation of the Scriptures, this clause is rendered "for them that honour toe, 
1 will honour.'- 

x e 2 
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to the precept of St. James the Apostle, " Is any sick among yon? 
let him call for the Presbyters of the Church, and let them pray 
over him, and the prayer of faith shall save the sick, and if he 
have committed sins, they shall he forgiven him;"* she has also 
enjoined the use of a certain Form of absolution for the consolation 
of the sick person, that is " if (and not unless) he humbly and 
heartily desire it;" but it must not be forgotten that this Form 
(which being but very seldom requested, is but very seldom used) 
consists of two distinct parts, the one a prayer to invoke God's 
forgiveness of the sick person's offences, and the other a declaration 
of the remission of Ecclesiastical censures only ; in the former part 
the Minister intrcats for the pardon of those sins which the sick 
may have committed against God, " The Lord Jesus Christ," he 
prays, "forgive thee thine offences," thus recognizing with humility 
and reverential submission the omnipotent authority and inherent 
right of "our Lord Jesus Christ to forgive all offences" which 
have been committed against Himself aud His Father, and which 
recognition is also evident in the Form of Absolution in daily use 
iu the Church, " Almighty God, He pardoneth and absolveth all 
them that truly repent, and unfeignedly believe His holy Gospel; 1 * 
in the second part of this Form of Absolution for the "Visitation 
of the Sick" the Minister declares the remission of all Ecclesiastical 
censures and bonds which the sick penitent might have incurred, 
an indulgence granted in every age of the Church to such as were 
dangerously ill, on their humble requests. Indeed, the power of 
loosing and binding, and the remission aud retaining of sins, with 
respect to our times are only different expressions for excommuni- 
cation and absolving from Ecclesiastical censure. As the Minister, 
therefore, has already prayed " Our Lord Jesus Christ" to "forgive" 
the sick penitent " all his offences*' against God, he proceeds in thii 
part to deelare Ministerially, and "by the authority committed to 
him," the remission of all sins against the Church which may have 
incurred Ecclesiastical censure, because " Christ had left power to 
His Church to absolve" all sips of this description ; for that 
this latter absolution is confined to sins of this nature, and 
does not comprehend those "offences" which the Minister had 
the moment before prayed "our Lord Jesus Christ to forgive," is 
evident from the Collect which immediately follows this Form of 
Absolution, in which the sick penitent is said still "most earnestly 
to desire pardon and forgiveness," which there would be no occasion 
to do, if he bad been actually pardoned and forgiven by God by 
virtue of the absolution pronounced' before. It beiug evident, 
therefore, that the Church of England is not guilty of Blasphemy 
in her appointment of this Form of Absolution, let us examine the 
charge of Popery. Now the Form and mode of Absolution practised 
by the Church of Rome is directly opposite to that of the Church 

* Jas. r. 14. 15. 
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of England; for whilst tlie Church of England does not con sidcr 
the Absolut ion of her Ministers as necessary at any time for the 
forgiveness of sins, nor her Absolution of Ecclesiastical offences 
able to effect any change in the eternal state of the penitent, any 
more than is a pardon by the King of offences against the State, 
the Church of Rome considers the Absolution of the Priest of all 
offences against God, (and which indeed caunot be procured without 
payment of money,) as a part of the Sacrament of Penance, and 
essentially necessary for the faithful at all times, whether in health 
or sickness, as oftcu as they commit sin after Baptism ; indeed she 
not only grants full forgiveness of past sins, but even of sins to be 
committed in after time ;* finally, it is not a Ministerial, (which 
she prouounces heretical)) but a Judicial and Authoritative 
Absolution, and blasphemously worded in the name of St. Peter,t 
for she has decreed, that " If any one shall say the Sacramental 
Absolution of the Priest is not a- Judicial act, but barely a 
Ministerial one, in declaring that the sins of the person who con* 
fesses are pardoned, &c. let him be weeursed" We are, therefore, 
at liberty to infer that the Church of England is as guiltless of 
Popery in respect of her Form of Absolution, as she had before 
been proved to be of Blasphemy. 



03J. — "In the Service for the 29th of January, God is 
intreated to grant * those things which for our unworthu 
ness we dare not ask/ a petition which argues baseness, 
servility, abjection of mind, and a Popish fear, and not 
that confidence and familiarity which the Children of 
God have, through Christ, with their heavenly Father." 

« " Oar Koly Father, Sextos IV. Pope, bus granted to all them that devoutly say the following 
prayer before the image of our Lady in the Son, eleven thousand peart of pardon, &c"— 
"To ail them that before this image devoutly say five * Paternosters,' and five * Ares,' and a 
' Credo*' piteously beholding these arms of Christ's passion, are granted thirty-two thousand, 
seven hundred and fifty years of pardon," which Sextos IV. afterwards doubled!— To the 
saying of another prayer, Sextos IV. granted "clean remission of their sins perpetually 
• BiUM7»R«in"— to another, "as many days of pardon as there were wounds on our Lord's 
Body at His crucifixion, viz. 5365,"— to another, " ninety thousand years of pardon,"— and 
to another, " if he devontly, with a contrite heart, daily say this cryson, if he be that day 
In the state of eternal damnation, then this eternal pain shall be changed into a temporal 
state of purgatory, and if he have deserved the pain of purgatory, it shall be forgotten and 
forgiven." See " Horae B. V. Marias, secundum osum Sarom." 

f Some of the Bolls that were issosed for indulgences (A, D. 1500) by Pope Alexander VII. to 
- such as might die on their way to a Jubilee celebrated in that year at Rome, (and at which 
no less than 20,000 of our own Countrymen were present,) were thus worded, " W« »' (that 
is, the Pope of Home) "command the Angels that they place the souls of A. B. and C. D. 
in Paradise, exempt from Purgatory!!!" and others, "OuRtri/J and pleasure is, that the 
pains of Hell do not afflict A. B. and C. D. in auy wise! !" See Grove's Life of Wolsey. 
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Q. 56.— How do you defend the petition that God would he 
pleased to grant %% those things which for our unworthiness we 
dare not ask ?" 

Trne humility can never exist with irreverent confidence and 
familiarity. It is recorded of the Publican, that " standing afar 
off, he wonld not lift up so mnch as his eyes unto Heaven, but 
emote irpon his breast,"* and dared ask nothing, and yet we are 
toW, that "he went down to his house rather justified than" the 
''confident and familiar* 1 Pharisee, who had manifested less 
** abjection of mind and servile fear ;" when our Saviour approached 
Peter, the latter ** fell down at His knees, saying, depart from me, 
for I am a sinful man, O Lord ;"f in like manner, we (being afraid 
to stand or speak in the presence of the majesty and glory of the 
•great and holy God of Heaven, from a consideration of. our own 
tmworthiness, and anxious to testify that the benefits which we 
receive from Him, are bestowed of His mere grace and undeserved 
mercy,) pTay that He would be pleased to grant " for the worthineas 
of His Son," (to whom He will deny nothing,) "those thiugs which 
for (or, on account of) our own unworthiness we dare not ask :*' 
^nevertheless, (as despair is Hot less hateful in the sight of God 
than bold presumption,) being encouraged by a confidence in t"he 
all-powerful merits of Christ, we do ask even " those things which 
for our own unworthineas we dare not ask." As this petition 
excludes pride, presumption, and ingratitude, the use of it by the 
Church of England may be said rather to prevent, than to commit 
a feutt. 



©bj.— " The Liturgy of the Church of England contains 
also a Service called ' The Churching of Women/ which 
foolishly requires them to make a public thanksgiving 
for safe deliverance in child-birth ; I <:all it foolish, 

. because if a solemn and express thanksgiving be publicly 
made in the Church for every benefit, either greater 
than or equal to this, which eve%y particular individual 
receives, there would be no leisure for preaching, for the 
administration of the Sacraments, nor for any (Mention 
to secular business" 



Q. VJ.-*Why has the Church of England introduced a Service 
for " the Churching of Women 1" 

The Holy Scriptnres, in their most expressive and pathetic 
descriptions of sorrow, compare it to that of "a woman in travail," 



* Luke xyiii. 13, f Luke v. 8. 
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implying, that the pangs of child-birth are greater and more excessive 
than the paiu of any other malady ;. in proportion, therefore, to the 
excess of grief or sorrow attending it must be the joy of deliverance 
from it* and the debt of gratitude to the Benefacto* who has 
effected it. For this reason, therefore, we may believe that* 
although the Rite of Purification among the Jews* (at least so far 
as regards the uncleanness of the woman, the appointed number of 
days during which she was to abstain from the Tabernacle, and 
the offering of Sacrifices when she first eame abroad) wi&Ceremomal a 
aud, therefore, to be abolished under the Christian Dispensation, 
yet that same Moral Duty (such as a public and solemn acknow- 
ledgment by the mother of the goodness of God iu delivering has 
from the very extreme pain and danger that attended her in chiloV 
birth, and an open profession of her sense of the fresh obligation 
it laid her under to obedience) was implied in the Rite by way of 
analogy. Hence we fimi it recorded of the blessed Virgin (although 
she was rather sanctified than defiled by the birth of our Lord, 
au4 therefore* required ao " Furtficatioft" either legal ot mind, 
vet} that ah* humbly submitted to- thia Rite, and o&red her praises, 
together with her So*, in the Temple. In imitation of her example 
the Primitive Church* evea in the times of the Holy Apostles, 
required every mother after child-birth ta expresa publicly her 
gratitude to the Being who had preserved her from such peril, and 
this holy and ancient custom has been for wise reasons retained by 
the Church of England, and a Form of Praise or Thanksgiving 
prescribed for the occasion, called "The Churching of T^q^^ell. ,, 
A* nothing, however excellent and faultless, has beei> ever yet 
written without some one finding fault with it, so this Service has 
been excepted against by- tmr Dissenting Brethren, not indeed as 
being unscriptural, (for that would be impossible,) but as a foolish 
custom, "because," say they, "if a solemn and express Thanks- 
giving be publicly made in the Church for every benefit, eithei 
greater than or equal to this, which every particular individual 
receives, there would he no leisure for preaching," && ^ hut it is 
to be doubted whether there can he any benefit greater, e* eves* 
equal to a deliverance from the perils of child-birth ; for (to say 
nothing of the recovery from a degree of paia and danger^ which 
is so excessive) God Himself has put a. mark of separation between 
child-birth and other maladies,—" to couceive and being forth in 
Borrow,'*t was signally inflicted upon Eve, and in her upon all 
mothers, as a penalty for her first disobedience,, so that the perila 
of child-birth have by the express determination of the Aiori^htv, 
a more direct and peculiar reference to the disobedience of Eve. 
than aay other disease whatsoever ; and though all maledictions are 
the consequence of the first sin, yet the malediction is specially 
fixed and applied to this alone; therefore, when that which was 

♦ Leyit. xii. 1-8. f Gen. iii. 16. 



primarily ordained as a curse for the first sin, is converted to so 
great a blessing, God is in such a case doubtless more to be praised 
in a prescribed and solemn Form or Service. The Church of 
England* therefore, has appointed such a Form, that a public 
acknowledgment of Praise and Thanksgiving might be made on 
every such occurrence by the mother, who still feels the bruise of 
our first parent's fall, and labours under the curse which Bve then 
entailed upon her whole sex ; as well as that because the birth of 
man is so truly wonderful, that it seems to have been designed as 
a standing demonstration of the omnipotence of God, a public 
and solemn acknowledgment of the same being made by the mother 
on whom the miracle is wrought, may prevent the frequency of 
it from diminishing our admiration. 



Obj. — "It also contains a distinct Form, or 'Service for 
the Burial of the Dead/ for which there is no occasion, 
because neither the Jews nor the Christian Primitive 
Church used any such Form; and which Service not only 
testifies ' a sure and certain hope of the resurrection to 
eternal life* of every individual buried, (however, immoral 
his life may have been,) but also expressly and presump- 
tuously declares that God 'has taken their souls to 
Himself/ which at all events cannot be true of the wicked.* 9 



Q. 58.— How do you refute the preceding objections against 
the " Service for the Burial of the Dead " appointed by the Church 
of England? 

No sincere Christian, piously disposed, can for a moment doubt 
the propriety of a prescribed Form of Burial Service, even were it 
certain that neither the Jewish, nor the Christian Church in the 
times of the Apostles, used any Form on such occasions; for 
nothing is better calculated to remind the surviving relatives and 
friends of the deceased who may be present, or the strangers who 
may be collected around the grave, of the necessity of a careful 
consideration of their estate both here and hereafter, and to prepare 
them for their latter end by suitable admonitions and devout prayers 
framed for the purpose. But it is not so certain that neither the 
Jews, nor the Apostolical Christian Church, used a Form of Burial 
Service; I admit the silence of Scripture upon the subject, but that 
will not justify so strange a conclusion : indeed it is very probable 
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tbat the Jewish Church, before the coming of our Saviour, did use 

each a Form, because they use one in the present day, containing 

many things to which the very words of Scripture seem to allude, 

as the manner of their Burial Feast after their departure from the* 

Sepulchre to the house from which the dead Body was brought, 

tfnda consolatory Form of Prayer appointed for the Master of the 

Synagogue to utter at it, &c. ; for if the Form which they now use 

were not hi use among them before the coming of our Saviour, it 

would be difficult to show when it was first introduced, as they are 

not so favourably disposed towards Christians as to have the custom 

borrowed from them. If then it be very probable that the Jewish 

Church used a Form of Burial Service before the coming of our 

Saviour, and yet the Scriptures (which so minutely and distinctly 

describe the several Ritual and Ceremonial Observances of the 

Jewish Church) make no mention of that Form, how much more 

probable is it that the Primitive Christians should have used such 

a Form, without any mention being made of the circumstance in 

thi New Testament,* which is purposely silent upon all matters of 

Christian discipline, of which no special occasion required mention. 

It is, therefore, no argument against the propriety of such a' Form 

4t the Burial of the Dead to question the use of it among* the 

Apostles; for even if they do not make mention of any such Service 

(for which they had no opportunity) we may, nevertheless, collect 

many reasons for its use from their Epistles, while we learn from 

several allusions in the writings of the Primitive Fathers of the 

Church, that the Christians who lived in the age immediately 

succeeding that of the Apostles constantly used such a Form; 

indeed if they had been accustomed to bury their dead brethren 

without any Form whatever, content merely to carry the corpse in 

dumb show to the place of interment, and there to leave it covered 

with the earth and so end, there would have been nothing in 'their* 

mute funeral, .by which the world could have perceived that' they 

were Christians. We may, therefore, reasonably conclude that 

there is "occasion for a distinct Form, or Service for the Burial of 

the Dead," if it be only for the sake of the mournful survivors, to 

whom it is our duty to administer every consolation which may 

lessen their grief.t I will now proceed to defend (or rather to 

explain, for they require no defence,) the clauses which have be ea 

excepted against in the Form of Burial prescribed by the Church 

of England: Now, first, she is accused of testifying (: a sure and 

certain hope of the resurrection to eternal life" of every notorious 

sinner who may be buried in her Communion ; but il will be found 

upon examination that she testifies no such thing: the " Resurrection 

of the Body" being a fundamental Article of the Christian Faith, 

the Church of England very properly considers it her duty to 

acknowledge and declare publicjy her stedfast belief in that doctrine, 

* See Quest 62. + See 1 Chron. xix. 2; Prov. xxxi. 6; Jer. x?i. 7. 

Ff 
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whenever she lays the Body of **y >Chriatia*in thtfko*^ ih&jt is: 
ber M sore and certain hope of the resnrvection to eternal life v M in 
these words, however, let it be observed she by- no means expresses 
" a sure and certain hope of a resurrection to eternal life'* of eVery 1 
one buried by her Ministers, that they will rise again to joy; and 
felicity; nor does she make any profession of the future e&tateiafc 
the person then interred; ft is not his, or her resurrection^ hat ^the 
resurrection " that is expressed in her BuriaJ Serriae; wordoes ife 
proceed to mention the u change of his or kor Body" mth&sfoguitfa 
number, bnt of * our rile Body/' which ooinprelmntlsolhe-bddibs 
of Christians in general. That this is the sense and meanibgAiffi 
the words is evident from the other parallel Fiorm^hich>the Ghiircfc 
of England has appointed to be used at the Burial of the Dead at 
Sea. In reply to the second, charge, that she also "expressly and 
presumptuously declares that God ' has taken their Souls to. 
Himself/ " I would observe, that when it is said that "flod bflft 
taken a person to Himself,'* \t must not. be understood tjia'f .'iiie 
person is undoubtedly gone to Heaven,, for Solomon says of ^ij^en, 
(and consequently of the frlckeft Whose portion is not in tfeaveVi,) 
that at their death, Mne Spirit returiis td Qitit who g&ve'rtV*** 5 it 
follows, therefore, that if the Spirits or Senfs 64Wf'mett>go't6'<&d 9 . 
that God may be pr&porly said to «« take th« Sonls,- * of a#V m^^at 
die "to Hrmfeelf," without cxtepiion even ot the moat <nob#itous 
and impenitent ^ffendera; far when good" men die " Heiak& tbem 
to Himself/' ' that is,. to eternal ilife* and happineesv m4 whe^n fciri&ed 
men die He also, ".takes the** tp Himself," iba^is» to His \mo,st 
just and rigljtepus judgment ^nd\ s.i»4je. He.ha,s, beeoj pk^ei^to 
declare, that *VH0 h£t£. rM>, insure .at, all that, ^e wi?ke$ ^aajd 
die, bujuhat^ ,be .should r^»r^ fcpm ^to,w§y8 9> 4i\^lijre^7^v^W7 
fairly conclude }hat when, \p ,pleAS£S |Gq^ to ..fipjjte' s^icke^p^^ut 
of the World, that is, "to Himself," He does it in mercy, tnat he 
mav not go on to " treasure up wrath unto himself against the day 
of wrath."! *~ '"' 



a.<> 



Obj. — " jfy ih^ Service for the 30th of/qnuafy, cbmmcmo- 
1 rative of the death of Charles the First, the twenty -seventh 
chapter of St. Matthew's Qospel; narrattnQthe CrnHJbd&rv 
of our blessed Saviour, is appointed to be redd 4s Ike 
second Lesson, by which an odious and blaspheinoits 
comparison is evidently intended to be made between, t^e 
murder of the former, and the crucifixion of the latter.*' 

.1 .1 1. UN > . ■■ « H - . - -» — ■ ,. l <» t ,i ,- l tn.MM | , ) l.| 

* Eccles. xii. 7. f Ezek. *viii. 23. * Rum. ii & 
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(>« SQ*>*WViyha* the Church ef England appointed the twenty- 
seventh chapter of the Goepet of SL Matthew to be read on the 
3GM &f January, as applicable to the martyrdom of King Charles 
the First? 

1 The Church of England has not appointed this chapter to be 
nead as applicable to the martyrdom of thai bast of Mouarchs ; it 
&&'*0 other tiaun the chapter whWh had toeeta appointed long before 
this mournful event; So the ordinary Lewis to be read on foe 
Wlhof. January jiot, by a signal Providence, the bloodthirsty 
rebels' chase that day for mttrdering their piaua Sovereign on which 
the .History of our blessed Saviour's; sufferings waa appointed to he 
aead aa'aiLcsioh.for the day.* 



0#j.— \* In the Form of Ordination, appended to the 
'English Liturgy, the word 'Priest* is retained, (instead 
0/ ' Presbyter^} which Jormer term, as it necessarily 
' . implies a ' Saxrificer,' and refers exclusively to the Popish 
jjftasa, or to fAe Sacrifice of beasts under the Mosaic 
\,Jmux, and by no> means to a Minister of the Gospel* 
..must consequently be offensive to all pipits Christians ; 
umithe satoe Office, for the Ordination of Priests, the 
■; Bishop is required to bid them ' Receive the Holy Ohott, 9 
but di he cannot give the Holy Ghost, it is jolly, not 
"/* mf btosphemy, to Wd any ofie receive it; and it is 

each 
are 




Q. 60.— Doc* the word " Priest" necessarily signify a'< Sacrificer?" 

Our Dissenting Brethren labour under a mistake (and Romanists 

also) in supposing that the word "Priest" necessarily signifies a 

" ftecpfce? ;" and, both woajd be puzzled not 9 JitUe to discover 

any word' implying a ."^Sacrifice" (either Hebrew, Greek, 1 or Latin) 

\\fu n w. v * * ■ ' > - r . - - .. \; ..i-i ■ • y 

^^^i^dedof Uilfl bless«4 Martyr, that " having forgotten that it came fa» the ord\Bary 
course, when Bishop Juxoa (who read the Morning- Office immediately before his martyrdom) 
tt*AeflW£h*j>ter, he inquired If the PwlatA had selected it as frfer the occasion * but 
ifftos> he Was informed it was, the Leuonfor the dory, he coald not, ^without a sensible com. 
pferency and joy, admire how suitably it concurred with his own circumstances ; betrayed 
b^ tome, denied by others, and despised by the rest of his seeming friends, who left linn to 
the if»|)e^&bta\malk» of Jils barbarous enemies ; who treated him with the same contempt 
and ingratitude, outrage and cruelty, with which the Jews treated their King and Saviour; 
wkUtt he followed the steps of his great Master, in meekness and patience, piety to God, 
and charity to man,. *nd at last praying to his. murderers. * 

rf 2 
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from which the word "Priest" can be regularly deduced, or to 

which it can be proved to have an etymological affinity ; at least, 
if there be tfuch a word, I am not aware of it; for even if there 
were any connection between "Priest" aud " Upvs* or if we suppose 
it to have been derived from Tlgotrvs, we must bear. in mind that 
those, who first imposed those names upon a Minister, if they therebjr 
intended a " Sacrifice?" (as the words themselves imply no such 
act,) must have done so merely because the chief or peculiar duty 
of the* Priesthood then was to Sacrifice, (for all names given 
advisedly bad originally a reference to something peculiar, or proper 
to, or chiefly to be noted ia the thing signified,) because, therefore, 
the Services of the Jewish and Heathen nation consisted of Sacrifices^ 
and it was the office of their Priests to Sacrifice, the term 
"Priest" implied a Sacrificer'; whenever, however, a Sacrifice 
ceased to be a part of the Service of a Church, the word 
"Priest" could no longer signify a Sacrificer, because it could be 
theu no part of his office to Sacrifice; and, therefore, as a Sacrifi ce 
Av :6 A^^(u»d«U«W. n.a.garl.of Ihe^Christiaa^AUi^^^ (whatever the Church 
^m *?£*''*!£? tf Rome may affirm to the contrary,) the word "Priest" can no 
'^^^^"Toflgpr " necessarily signify a 'Sacrificer;' " and, therefore, we find 
that upon the introduction of Christianity the word Presbyter 
(nfi<T@vTegos t ) was introduced,* whence (as I have already hiutedt) 
is derived the old French word " Prestre" aud from this the 
JSnglish term "Priest." Indeed, (even if we set aside the con- 
sideration of grammar) and be guided by the popular acceptation 
of the term, we should find that the common people iu the word 
" Priest" have no more idea of a "Sacrificer? (even if it had ever 
so signified) than the name of a " Senator" or " .Alderman" ca rises 
them to think of old age, or to imagine that every one so termed 
must necessarily be advanced in years, because years were respected 
in the nomination of both. 

Q. 61 — How do you defend the expressions "Receive the Holy 
Ghost," and "whose sins thou dost forgive, they are forgiven " 
pronounced by the Bishop at the Ordination of Priests in the 
VfiurCh of England? 

The words "Receive the Holy Ghost" are those employed by 
our Saviour to His Apostles when He gave them their final com* 
•mission as His jyiinieters. Now, although in using them He 
without doubt intended to convey some Gift of the Holy Spirit, it is 
nevertheless certain that it was not any miraculous power or g4fty 
because St. Luke speaks of that power with signification of the time 
to come—" Tarry ye in the city of Jerusalem until ye be endued 
with power from on high/'J It must, therefore, have been some 
other effect of the Holy Spirit, (that is, "the Holy Ghost" in some 
other kind,) which our Saviour at that time bestowed upon His 

« In the Liturgy of the Scotch Episcopal Church, the word " Presbyter " (instead of " Prunf) 
is, I believe, invariably used. f See Quest 81. % Luke xxly. IS. 
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Apostles. It was His intention to invest them with the 
power to preach the Gospel and to commission new Ministers, a* 
He Himself had been entrusted with by His Heavenly Father, 
saying, "As my Father sent me, so send 1 you/' that is, a Spiritual 
authority over the souls of men ; for as the words " Receive the 
Holy Ghost" properly express any authority proceeding from the 
Holy Ghost,* (the term "Holy Ghost" being frequently used in 
Scripture for the Gifts as well as the person of the Holy Spirit,) 
and as the authority and power which are given by Ordination are 
contained within the number of those Gilts of which the Holy 
Ghost is the Author, therefore, to "Receive the Holy Ghost" is 
'in this instaucc only to receive those gifts and graces which the 
Holy Ghost has promised to confer upon the Christian Ministry; 
and the Church of England by the expression means no more than 
did St. Paul by "the gift" or grace "of God," which he exhorted 
Timothy to " stir up," if any decay had been made in it since 
" the putting on of his hands "t upon him. Now if the same power 
"be still given by Christian Bishops, which was then given, they iu 
Conferring it may lawfully use still the same Form as our Saviour 
used to express it, viz. "Receive the Holy Ghost;" and that the 
sarile power is still given, (that is, that the " Holy Ghost," which 
our Saviour gave at His first Ordinations will concur with Spiritual 
vocations throughout all ages,) is as certain as that the Spirit 
which God derived from Moses to those that assisted him in his 
Government, descended from them to their Successors; so that the 
words, judgments, and acts of a Christian Ministry are not their 's, 
'fcut the Holy Ghost's. Let it not, however, be supposed that the 
Bishop in the Church of Engln ud makes any (the least) pretensions 
to an original power inherent in himself by virtue of bis office t6 
confer it; he claims only a Ministerial power, which God has 
•anthorized him to exercisc.J and in conferring it, he does it not iu 
his own name—" Receive the Holy Ghost, in the name of the 
Father, and of the Sou, and of the Holy Ghost;" nor does he 
hre&tke upon the person* so ordained, (as Christ did upon His 
Apostles) lest the Spiritual authority may be thought to proceed 
'from himself. We may, therefore, infer that the Church of England 
is fully warranted in her use of these words "Receive the Hely 
-Ghost" as applied to every Priest ordained in her Communiou. 
In reply to the second objection, charging her .with blasphemy 
because she assures the same persons, that " u hose soever 's sins 
they forgive, they are forgiven," it may be observed that as the 
Church of England (unlike the Church of Rome) fully believes all 
those passages of Scripture which strictly convey the power of 
•absolution, as applying strictly to none but to the Apostles them- 
selves to whom they were addressed, therefore, by the " forgiveness 
of sins " here alluded to, she not only does not mean that power 

* Acts xiii. 2 ; xx. 28. f.2 Tim. i. 6. % Quest «B, &c. 
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communicated by onr Saviour to His Apostles, when He used the 
same words at their final Ordination, but she does not even consider 
the absolution of the Priest as at all necessary for the " forgiveness 
of sins" committed against God.' ' The Apostles possessed the 
4t discernment of Spirits," which enabled them to say with certainty 
when persons were penitent, and consequently forgiven, and when 
not, as well as ft* lfat icl4nir*Julon$ pooi&hments in offenders, and 
to remove on their repentance the punishments which had been 
inflicted ; this power (called that of " binding and loosing, retaining 
and remitting sins/ 1 ) was, witli rtesptot to our times, (as has been 
already observed) only different expressions for excommunicating, 
and absolving from . censure ; t the Church <of fiyglapd distinctly 
declares that * JttrAghtj* God] JW (aWfldr/J only) pardoneth all 
them that repent, and fully believe His holy Gospel;*'* in asserting, 
therefore, that " whosoever sins are forgixfial'. by the Priest, "are 
forgiven," she only gives the Priest, first, an assurance that, 
according to the terms of the Gospel, which he is to preach, men 
filiaJl be i>af (toned* or condemned; and secondly, a right of iMn^ing 
Bltieiidtticttl censures fox a shorter, or longer tunti*«ndaf removing; 
ttiem, wjifrh M regard to external Communion, is retaining 1 w 
forgiving offences. ^ { . ^ , v/ . (// . 

;; 1 ;.';; ■ ' ' ;;'; .: , ""„ ., /„ ■ ■ — - ••••• • - : :, \r b "' 
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IEJfJ}ftEJNC|t?S JFHOM TtfE PRECEDING ARGUMENTS. 

Became ivh^^n proved tbs* tfc wesAapreferibedFom ofM^Pi&tir 
ia SqriptjixaLwpesfiary* «Dd profitable to the Church, therefore, itlif irrtiUfflfeeW' 
upon £vpfjr Christian Church to adopt euch * Form o# Prayer^ aridHtt&attse^ 
has figfp proved that the i^ornr of, -Public Prayer prescribed by tire tDfiOretPef i 
Eq'gl^d coi^ain^«ott^g contrary, to th« Word of ti*elythewfoj^vlte^kU<rW 
for^fpJ^embf^s.to di&sen* from her CoButatakm "«ti account of heY'fetiMtid 
iiaj)9^^nofsu«^AForia. ,l t ... ».iioui .i 

t ' '' '| ,,, , , ,' ' n [ ■ n ■■ ■ -t i ■ j .- t i m )UU yJiUiu i ' MJ «a ii iinitfa hn * 

j\ ; w . ■ / vj ;* Se £ A*$aMti«**< Prayer i* M ersing and Evening Services, 
f I think I cannot better close this Chapter than by adding the following extract from the 
Preface to Dr. Comber's "History of Liturgies:"— "Though all Churches in the world,** 
aays that good Divine, "have and aver had -Ferae of - Pra yer y -yet none was ever blessed 
with so comprehensive, so exact, and so inoffensive a composure as our's ; which is so 
judiciously contrived, that the wisest may exercise at once their knowledge and devotion 5 
and yet so nlain, that the most ignorant may pray with understanding 1 so futir that nothjaen 
!»*mft^ftr&iolt)i» v ft to be ask** in* -puWifc; and 66 particular, ftSt ^cbmprisetKmosf 
thura w^^we^oujd^as.k inflate] and *et **? starves mttvto Une ta$«ftelltiU*f*«e 
demotion. Its doctrine is pure and primitive; its ceremonies sp few ai)d\UaooeB^dtet 
ifettst ofHneChrftitlan wtirtd agree iri them. Its' nietliocl is' exact and natural ; its language 
sjg^fic^and personnel)*; moat of the words ind ptnraeefe feeing taken di^V^M fiSy 
Scriptures, and the rest are the expressions of the first anjl puresteges j so #** w^fensr 
laketf exception at these, must quarrel with the language of the Holy Ghost, and fall opt 
v^h the Church ia her greatest innocence, and in the opinion of the roost iWpaV&si Bid 
excellent Grotins (who was no member of, nor had, any obligation to'tate Cewrefc) the 
English Litdrgy comes so near to the primitive pattern, that none of the Reformed Churches 
can compare with it.'* - 
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RITES anb CEREMONIES 

h-*«\™i '-".■■ t ■■■■• '• • •• ** TH * - •• • .- •.;:;•;'• •; :'.' 

9 \>i\i list: until ir '» ' • ' " " ' ' ' ' " " " I "" 

^Thkdiiesrfpps which baVe lately sprung up from (Vnp|Wnie**Si JlUdsJIanffe 
WoW of Cbarch Actions, are in truth for the greatest, part/such ,bUJji 
tMottfjPtllMferpiaistaifetiotfc make them hard to t>0 disputed of in, a serious, 

^^ *^ . ? ;•;..•': -, t. y/,;;i(»i 

" We were not like women and children, when they are affrighted with fire 
in their clothes ; we shook off the coal indeed^ feet- notour garments, lest we 
should have exposed our Church to that nakedness, which the excellent men of 
our sister Churches complained to be among' themselves." r „ , v . 

,^WftWU lOAmurfi lltot is whmmhlo in thfe ehattcte* and cdn^ct-offfie'flijst 
IWmffiWti' w«: might be peirmitttt* to allot the meed of praise to anV particular' ' 
pajft^xijsjwldhaye no- hesitation i« assigning it to tfcat singular mddtratiori *hd u 
dia$e*riHnflnt, which distinguished the Reformation from all otWr BevolutfotuW* 
wi^hJf JferoeniHff &e corateon infirmities of 6m* rtattare, by which niei} arV*tit' 
tay&miwt Qne-w^remaiiito tuoppteitd, controlled the spirit of itihotatldri iti 
the moment of reform, rejected nothing without authority, and 1 When ft^tijfrr&t 1 
the usurpations of the Church of Rome, discarded only its corruptions, and 
left all that had the stamp of Christianity behind; like the fire, which separates 
and consumes too dross, but prese rv es undTefines all that was pure fh'fhe ore." 
,,,..,.'.• Tmfio^s « Why at+tfiu a Churchman." 

ar*t :*ii »■•."■/• ' ' ' ... 

b» • «. • •■ • ' — '~ 4 ~-~~ ""■*■: ' 

Oti'.^f Fourthly, 1 dissent from the Chureh of England 
an account of her pretended right of efij&imng unscrip* 
"fuml Rites land Ceremonies, because 1 consider tltMt the 
' Scripture&ido ttot only contain all things necessary for 
Salvation, but also all things simply, and in such a 
manner, that it is not only unnecessary, but alsounlawful 
and sinful, to do any thing according to any other I*q,w" 



246 

Q. 62. — By what arguments do you "prove tie tight of the 
Church of England to decree Rites and Ceremonies ? 

To do this, it will be necessary, first, to show the original end 
and intention of all Ritual and Ceremonial observances-— secondly, 
to prove, that (although they become an obligation and duty when 
they have the force of a law, as commanded by the Church, which 
alters their nature, yet) being in themselves but indifferent, it is 
not necessary that the Scriptures should have predetermined and 
commanded them — thirdly, that as humdn authority (when lawfully 
exercised) is sufficient of itself for the determination of all things 
indifferent, therefore, if Church Rites and Ceremonies be few in 
number, plain and unexceptionable in their nature, and significative 
of the end for which they were appoiuted, it is not sinful nor 
unlawful to adopt them in the Church, even if they have nottten 
determined and commanded by Scripture, and that having 1)<*en 
once adopted or instituted by the authority of the Church (if 
Scripture be silent respecting them)antiquityand universality of insti- 
tution and practice are a sufficient law for their constaut observance. 
Now, in the first place, there can be no doubt but "that the original 
intention and end of all Church Ceremonies was the maintenance- of 
order aud decency, as well as because they were reasonably supposed 
to excite respect for, and atteutiou to the performance of religious 
worship, or (as Dionysius ha* observed) " a hand to lead, and a 
way" to direct.* Words being common, are but slightly neaircl, 
but little attended to, and but seldom remembered; but if accom- 
panied by visible Ceremonies, those very Ceremonies, from their 
strangeness and novelty, and their difference from ordinary actions, 
make a much deeper impression, and being observed wiui greater 
attention, the remembrance of them is far easier and m ore pec^Qanenf . 
Hence we find that no nation, ancient or modern, has ever permitted 
the performance of any public Ecclesiastical or civil action of 
importance, (if requiring the presence of witnesses,) without the 
introduction of certain solemn Ceremonies, the remembrance pf 
which might be more durable than the remembrance of mere words 
could possibly be. It was upon this principle doubtless that tte 
Romans, in making a bondsman free, thought it insufficient for tie 
master to present his slave in the court, aud taking him by the 
hand, to say in the hearing of the public Magistrate, "I will that 
this man become free," but they required him also to perfoarito 
several Ceremonies, as, to strike him on the cheek, to turn him 
round, to shave off the hair of his head, and then the Magistrate 
himself to touch the 6lave thrice with a rod, to give him a slap, 
and present him with a white garment; it was for similar reasons, 
lhat amongst the Jews it was not considered sufficient for any one, 
who wished to make himself a perpetual servant, to testify so miich 
in the presence of the Judge, but. the Ceremony of boring his ear 

* ,f Xaeayvyi* x*i oMt+ u Dionyg. p. 121. 
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through with an awl was added; for the same reason, Abraham 
thought it insufficient for his servant to show the religion of an 
oath, by jnaming the Lord God of Israel, but he required of him 
likewise the Ceremony of "putting his haud under his thigh"* 
whilst he swore; we also read that in matters of redeeming and 
exchanging, (although a man's word is a sufficient token to express 
his will and consent in contracts, bargains, and conveyances, yet) 
it was the custom in Israel, in establishing all cases of that nature, 
to require a man to pull off his shoe, and give it to his neighbour, 
which was considered a sure witness. Having, therefore, shown 
the end and intention, and, consequently, the necessity of Cere- 
monies, I will proceed to prove, secondly, that it is not necessary 
for the Scriptures to have predetermined and commanded them. 
Now if Ceremonies be in themselves indifferent matters, (which 
indeed they are, until Church authority has made them obligatory,) 
it is by no means necessary that all Ceremonies used in the Church 
should be contained in the Scriptures ; we find this to have been 
the case even in the Jewish Church, although their Ceremonies 
were minutely and distinctly determined and commanded in 
Scripture: thus the Gileadites had no commandment in Scripture 
to erect the altar alluded to in the twenty-second chapter of the 
Book of Joshua; nor had the women of Israel any commandment 
to mourn annually the memory of Jephthah's daughter; nor had 
the Jews any commandment for their Feast of Dedication, never 
spoken of in the Law, and yet solemnized even by our Saviour 
Himself; nor for their Ceremony of Odours used in the embalming 
of the dead, which Ceremony was performed upon the sacred body 
of our Saviour ;t nor for their division of the Paschal Supper into 
two courses, between each of which the President was required to 
take off all his garments, excepting his Feast Robe, and to wash 
the feet of those who were with him ; nor did the Scriptures any 
where command the Jews never to lift up their hands unwashed iu 
prayer, nor to fast on every Festival day until the sixth hour; J nor 
did it appoint the hour for daily sacrifices, nor the Jewish Order of 
Burial, nor their Rites of Marriage. Now if the Ceremonies of the 
Jewish Church were minutely and distinctly prescribed in the Law, 
and yet no mention was made iu that Law of these and similar 
Ceremouies, all of which were lawfully observed by them, how still 
less likely is it that the Scriptures should mention all the Ceremonies 
of the Christian Church, respecting which that minuteness was 
purposely disregarded, it being evident from the general teuour of 
the New Testament that nothing is spoken of the Christian Church 
in it, but what was actually necessary to be spoken ; it is, therefore, 
unreasonable to appeal to the Scriptures in such a case, or even to 
urge the Apostolical age as a pattern for all succeeding ages to 
follow. It is true, that Church Ceremonies are in substance 

* Gen. xxi?. 2. f John x. 22. t See Joseph us; also Acts x. 9. 
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frequently alluded to, and that many reasons for litem may be 
collected out of the Apostolical Epistjes, — for example, that they 
'should not be scandalous or offensive to the Church of Christ* that 
they should be decent and orderly, and that they should tend to 
Christian Edification, and to the Glory of God,*— but as some Rites 
and Ceremonies may be more available for those purposes at one 
period thau at another, we cannot be guided by the Apostolical 
ages. Thus, many Ceremonies which were then suitable and con- 
venient are now unfit, as the holy kiss, the 'Ay^waw, or Feasts of 
Charity, and other Rites and Ceremouies now abolished even by 
our Dissenting Brethren themselves, whilst, on the contrary, they 
(as well as we) have adopted many Ceremonies which are not 
mentioned in the writings of the Apostles, and consequently not of 
Divine, or Apostolical institution, as Baptizing in a basin, t he- 
receiving of women to the Lord's Supper, or the celebration of that 
Sacrament at any other time than in the Evening, (as do the 
Wesleyans,) or the using one prayer before the Sermon, and another 
after, or even the preaching upon a Text, or iu a pulpit. As it has 
been proved, therefore, that Ceremonies are profitable and necessary 
for the Christian Church, and yet that it is not necessary that the 
Scriptures should have predetermined and commanded any of them, 
I lias ten to prove, in the third place, that as human authority 
(when lawfully exercised) is sufficient of itself for the determination- 
of all things indifferent, (in which Church Rites and Ceremonies 
are included,) therefore, that if those Ceremonies be few iu number, 
plain and unexceptionable in their nature, and significative of the 
end for which they were appointed, it is not sinful nor unlawful 
to adopt them in the Christian Church, even if they have not been- 
determined and commanded by Scripture, and that having been 
once adopted, or instituted by the authority of the Church, antiquity 
and universality of institution aud practice is a sufficient law for 
their retention and constant observance. Now it will be my purpose" 
hereafter to prove that the Ceremonies of the Church of England 
are few in number, plain and unexceptionable in their nature, and 
significative of the end for which they were appointed; and 
that they have Antiquity and Universality of practice in their 
favour; for the present, therefore, I will be contented to prove* 
first, that we do not necessarily sin iu the observance of every 
Ceremony not commanded in Scripture, and, secondly, that human 
authority is of itself a sufficient law for the determination aud 
institution of Church Ceremonies, and of all matters of an indifferent 
nature. In reply to the first, it may be observed, that if it be a 
truth that we sin in every action not commanded in Scripture, it is 
a truth that appertains not to the Christian Church only, but was 
iu force from the beginning of the world, because as such it cannot 
be restrained to any particular time; and, therefore, that Seth, 

* 2 Cor. x. 32 j xiv. 20. 26; Rom. xiv. 5. 7. 
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Enoch, Noah, Shem, and Abraham, who lived before any syllable 
of the Law of God was written, sinned in every action of their lives ; 
moreover if it be a truth, it is equally true in infancy and in old 
age, and therefore every Parent necessarily causes his children to 
shins often as be requires them to do any thing before they arrive 
at years of discretion sufficiently mature to understand the Scriptures, 
and Masters cannot lawfully command the obedience of their 
servants, until they justify their errand to them from Scripture; in 
fact, if it be true that we sin in every action not commanded in 
Scripture, we are bound to condemn all opinions as false which the 
Scriptures do not teach ; in other words, to condemn, be ignorant 
of, and discredit the knowledge of all arts and sciences, and every 
thing proposed to us by sense, experience, and art, because we do 
not find them, perhaps, in Scripture. If indeed the Law of Nature 
were abolished, (upon which grows in particular the choice of good 
and evil in the daily occurrences of life) the case would be materially 
altered; but the Law of Nature is not abolished; and yet if every 
thing done by any other law than Scripture be opposed to Scripture, 
and unlawful to be done, every thing done according to the Law of 
Nature (if it be not strictly commanded by Scripture) is sin, and, 
therefore, >every man who acts according to that law, or as common 
discretion and his own judgment direct him, necessarily sins against 
his own soul, because he happens not first to have the sacred 
Scriptures for his warrant. Therefore, according to this opinion 
that the Scriptures do contain all things lawful to be done, and 
that whatever is done by any other law than Scripture is opposed 
to Scripture, and unlawful to be done, every one who does that 
which the common necessities of life urge him to do, sins against 
his own soul, and, therefore, such an opinion cannot be a true one, 
because by making all things sin which we do by the light of nature, 
and by the rule of common discretion, without thinking at all upon 
Scripture, is evidently calculated to put a stop (as it were) to the 
whole lives aud actions of mankind, aud to produce nothing but 
misery in the world. Because, therefore, all things which are 
neither commanded nor forbidden in the Word of God are indifferent 
in their nature, (for it is not the Scripture's setting down such 
things as indifferent, that makes them indifferent, but their not 
setting them down as necessary,) all Church Ceremonies must be 
considered as things indifferent, until the force of a human law 
makes them otherwise; now, although it be certain that we ought 
not to do that which the Scriptures forbid, yet it does not follow 
that we ought to do nothing which the Scriptures do not command 
ns • and, therefore, we do not necessarily sin in the performance of 
every action, or in the observance of every ceremony, not commanded 
in Scripture: for if the Jews (whose law was indeed in this respect 
so full and perfect, that although all meats were indifferent to 

*.g 2 
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them* yet it excepted some by name, as the flesh of swine, and 
although many fashions of Priestly attire were indifferent to Aaron 
and his sons, yet it restricted them to one,) did notwithstanding 
strictly observe (as has been already proved) several Rites and 
Ceremonies no where prescribed in their Law, and nevertheless did 
not thereby add to the Law, nor displease God by such observance* 
how far less probable is it that the Christian Church, whose Laws 
^contained in the New Testament) are purposely less jeiuute, 
(mentioning nothing but what was actually necessary to be men- 
tiQiied) should offend God in the observance of a. few Ceremonies 
not comn^udid in those Laws, (i. e« in the New Testament,) and 
which Ceremonies have been instituted by the Church only as being 
more available to Christian Edification than others which are Apjftkea 
of in that Law; and which (as the Holy K^as, t<he 4gafTO# $W-*[) 
have been since abolished by the same authority. Beea#s#,. there- 
fore* jio argument can be brought to condemn either all opinjpps a# 
false, or all actions as unlawful, which the Scriptures do not t^eeh, 
(for whatever is reasonable, whoever may. be its author, is also 
lawful, if it* he, pot forbidden, by a higher authority,) therefore, # 
C8,unqt, be unlawful nor sinful to qbserve any Ceremonies, .Knojgn 
and acknowledged to b t e indifferent in, their nature* although nett 
commanded in. Scripture, .provided those Ceremoaies JhSrplai% «an4 
unexcepUppable, ia their nature, significative ofll^^pdfa^wbicji 
they wece instituted, and, so few in number, a% n/*. tp ^r&m.ttos 
inward and more essential, lustre of Religion, as is the case in the 
Greek and Roman Churches to this day. In affirming,] however, 
that the Church is no farther tied to Scripture in Cerejnpuies thap 
that nothing can be received, or admitted into the Church against 
Scripture, or in denying that the Scriptures contain all things ftyppjy 
.and ip such a manner, that to do any thing according tQjanyMher 
L^w^Js unlawful aiuj sinful, the Church of England,: does, by j$o 
mepi)s CQuntcnauce the Romish doctrine upon that subject; ,fyr.the 
question,, Jet it be remembered, is not about matters 0/ faith,, which 
ought to he expressly coutained in, the Word of (*o4» t .or . else 
deducible from it, before our religious, assent tptheavcan be law^Uy 
required, but about external Ceremonies, which can 00 pr#rqd>i}o 
be lawful, if nothing can be alleged against them from Scripture. 
Now the Church, of Rome teaches that Scfiptura is altogether 
insufficient, and, therefore, that (except Traditions he added) it 
does not cojitaip ajl revealed and supernatural jjxujh ; which is 
absplutjely, ft^ces^ary for mankind to know in qrc)er <to.be. saved 
hereafter; jbnfrthp Church of JJugland expressly rejects evjery thing 
which, ,#py J>e ado>4 to make up the doctrine of human; salvation, 
as in supply of the insufficiency of the Scriptures, becau.se she, thiols 
that the ; Scriptures purposing this, have fully and perfectly done it; 
although, 00: the jot her hand, she feels persuaded, that to suppose 

* Rom. xvi 16 : 2 Cor. xiii. 12 ; 1 Tbess. v. 25 j 1 Pet. r. U. 
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that the Serif tares necessarily contain all things which are lawfol 
to be done is to stretch them farther than was ever intended by the 
Almighty. If, therefore, it derogate not from the bounty of Nature 
(who provides sufficient nourishment for all human creatures) to 
affirm that she brings them not into the world adorned with 
sumptuous apparel, nor makes costly buildings to spring out of the 
earth for them ; in like maimer, it cannot lessen the honour which 
the Cbiirch of England pays to the Scriptures, (viz. perfection,) to 
declare that they have left some things (viz. External Rites and 
Ceremonies) for her own decision; and it hi no more disgrace for 
the Scriptures to have reserved these things for the discretion of 
the Church, than for Nature to have left it to the discretion of man 
4t*4teinse his own attire, and not to expect it as the beasts of the 
{feJti-'luive their's. Having, therefore, proved that external Cere- 
monies* are profitable to the Church, exciting reverence, devotion, 
fct tent ion and re'spect, and that all points of a Ceremonial nature 
have been purposely left undecided by Scripture, and that it is 
neither sinful nor unlawful to adopt them, although not commanded 
•fcy- Scripture, I hasten to show that the authority of the Church is 
'Bttffioieirt for the determination of all such points ; indeed if this 
c*u be proved the question is at once decided, for if Ceremonies 
were* *ft first lawfully received into the Church, antiquity and long 
m*ib7k\$ then a sufficient law for their continuance and constant 
observance; like as in civil matters, when there is no other law, 
4itot6tir itself doe* stand for law, and its authority is so great that 
(as kw io fact stands upon custom) it serves as well to allege 
•custom or antiquity, as to cite Scripture, and custom is, therefore, 
sufficient to bind all men to the observance of a Ceremony, (as 
Ceremonies are things ouly accessory to Religion,) unless they can 
show. some higher law (that is, some law of Scripture) to the 
contrary; and hence we read that the most learned and pious iii 
the 1 Primitive Church were ever reluctant to decide against any Rite 
or Ceremony which had been publicly received in the Christian 
Church; and sanctioned by custom, excepting it were apparently 
an enormous evil. Now as Church authority is, strictly speaking, 
bat human authority, the ouly arguments that can be brought to 
overthrow or disprove the sufficiency of it fur the determination of 
all matters of a Ceremonial and indifferent nature, are those arising 
• fi\*n-'tfce infirmity of man, that is, that the Church either through 
ignorance and error may herself have been deceived, or through 
-malice and vanity (when not erring herself) may have purposely 
deceiyed others; but these impediments and hindrances were so 
manifestly excluded in the case of the pious and martyred Reformers 
*of the Church of England, that such exceptions cannot be justly 
made against them, and, therefore, there can be no warrant for 
refusing to receive their testimony as a groifcid of infallible assurance. 
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If it coalcf bo simply proved either affirmatively, that the authority 
of human testimony is only sufficient to persuade the ignorant, or 
negatively that it has no weight at all, the case would be materially 
altered ; but this is impossible, because if we can be but so far 
persuaded as the grounds of persuasion which are to be had will 
bear, we ought to be satisfied, that is, in the absence of stronger 
proof to the contrary-— for example, there is a certain city in France 
called Paris, such and such have been its Kings, yet having seen 
neither the place nor the persons, we are nevertheless fully persuaded 
of both, although having nothing but human testimony to incliue 
us to such persuasion. Indeed in matters of state, human authority 
has been frequently considered ef such force and importance, that 
whole nations have been influenced by the judgment of a single 
. individual,— the learned acquiescing in that judgment from their 
ability to discern what great reason they have to submit to it, and 
the unlearned from a consciousness of their own ignorance, which 
induces them rather to respect his learning and wisdom, than to 
inquire why they follow his judgment. If, therefore, (notwith- 
standing the common imbecilities incidental to our nature,) we 
cannot reasonably dispute the force and validity of human authority in 
civil matters, we cannot but admit it to be equally strong and forcibly 
in Spiritual matters; for although the Scriptures be the ground of 
our belief in all that respects our Salvation by Christ, yet our belief 
rests greatly on human authority, because the Scriptures could not 
teach us " the things that are of God," unless we gave credit to 
men who have taught us that the words of Scripture signify those 
things. Now the Church is the highest human authority we can 
possibly have—for if the natural strength of human abilities can by 
experience and study attain to such perfection in the knowledge of 
human sciences, that others may in this respect presume to build 
upon their judgment who have so studied, we have no reason to 
doubt hut that on Divine subjects the same abilities furnished with 
necessary assistance, and exercised in the study of the Scriptures 
with equal diligence, and assisted by the grace of God, can attain 
to similar perfection in Theological Knowledge. If, therefore, the 
judgment of the Church be the deliberate judgment of the most 
learned and pious Divines in the whole kingdom, who with unin- 
terrupted diligence have made the Scriptures the study of their 
whole lives, we may safely believe that from the perfection to which 
their knowledge has attained, every man has just reason (when a 
doubt arises respecting any point of Faith and Religion) to incline 
his mind most willingly towards that judgment, consisting as it does 
of so many wise and learned Theological Scholars. Having, however, 
fully argued and proved the authority of the Church in another part 
of this volume,* (to which the reader is particularly referred,) I 
.would here only observe, that if the authority may be lawfully 

• See Chap. i. Quest 2. 



exercised kt the determination of matters of Faith and 
how much more forcible must it be on matters of mere Ceremot) 
observance. If, therefore, there can be alleged no Scripture for- 
bidding Church Ceremonies, (for if the Scriptures be against the 
judgment of the Church, that judgment gives place and is of no 
value, it being unlawful in the Church to urge any thing upon her 
members as part of that supernatural and heavenly revealed truth 
which God has taught, and not to show it in Scripture, or to require 
to it that religious assent of Christian belief, with which the words 
of the Holy Scriptures are received, and not to show it in Scripture,) 
and the solemn and deliberate judgments of the most learned and* 
consummate Theologians in the world be in favour of those Cere- 
monies, the very bare judgment of such distinguished Divines ought 
to be treated with the greatest deference, and be au effectual 
persuasive to bind every man to the observance of those Ceremonies, 
although it did not appear to him what reason, or what Text of 
Scripture, induced those Divines to be of that opinion, provided 
that authority prevail not with him either against Scripture, or 
against reason; because that we ought not to do that which the 
Scriptures forbid is no reason why we should do nothing which the* 
Scriptures do not command ; and if because we are forbidden to add 
any thing to the Ij&w of God, or take any thing from it, the Church 
is to be condemned for the institution of Ceremonies that are not 
already set down in Scripture, we must for the same reason condemn 
not only all the Presbyterian Churches abroad, and the Dissenters 
at home, (for, as I have shown, there is not one of them who has 
not .many things established in it of which the Scriptures make no 
mention,) but upon the same principle we are bound also to condemn 
the Jewish Church, and even our Saviour himself. We may, 
therefore, infer that Ceremonies may be lawfully enjoined by the' 
Church, provided they be not against the Scriptures, although uo< 
Scriptures command them.* 




Obj. — "The Ceremonies and Rites of the Church of England 
against which I chiefly object, are the following: — First, 
I object to her observance of Fasts and Festivals, 
because I cannot see how one day can excel another, 
( the Sabbath day alone excepted, which is a divine and 
not a human institution,) seeing the light of all the days 
in the year proceed from one Sun; indeed St. Paul 
himself has expressly censured the observance of Fast 

* " Ceremonies do in some sort alter their nature, when they are either commanded, or 
forbidden by a lawful magistrate, and may not be omitted at every man's pleasure contrary 
to the law, when they be commanded, or used when they are prohibited/* Can, zxz. 
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and Festivals in the Christian CftftttiA, as tttap'tfe 
themselves unlawful, for he addresses the Gulat&trt#in 
these words, ' Ye observe day 4, and months, and titftefj 
and years ; t am afraid of you, lest I have bestowed 
upon you labour in vain.' 990 



Q. &8.—How do you refute the objections against the *fo 
of Fast* and Festivals in the Church of England? ,;.", , 

The objection* urged against tbe observance of Ffcsta and 
Festivals are easily answered; for in the first place it is soft* cdy 
not improper, but very natural tuid necessary th&t a differenced* 
made in days, and that those days on which the ChAHuVthaa 
sustained any miseries, or on which she has received any be«efi£ 
from God, should be set apart from other days,— the former. fa# 
Registers of all such grievons events as have happened a.t or,;a*ar 
the same time, that the remembrance of those miseries, and of jtfip 
causes in ourselves out of which they have arisen, may go temper 
the mind as to prevent contrary affections coming in the plaice *f 
serious reflection and consideration, and making it too dissoUGeyt* 
and the latter, as Public Memorials of the mercies of God, and as 
tokens of that religions gratitude and public honour, frhioh we owe 
to Him for Bis admirable benefits ; thus St. Augustine has observed 
upon this subject, "By Festival Solemnities and set • days, iitye 
dedicate, and sanctify to God the memory of his benefit*,, lest 
unthankful forgetful ness thereof should creep upon us in tberieourae 
of time."f To say, therefore, thut "one day ought a not toiexcfl 
another, because the light of all the days in the year prQceed*jfaea 
Owe Sun," is as absurd as to contend that one mau, ought notofco 
excel another in knowledge or piety, because they ace uW.bione 
substance, viz. flesh and blood. As for what has beem alleged as 
an authority from St. Paul, it is by no means evident that to eoft- 
sidered the observance of Fasts and Festivals as a thing *ai itself 
Unlawful ; for we ought to consider the occasion upon, wbtehUe 
wrotfe; it was to blame the Judamng Christians for tfheir-wiabrto 
ktfpose upon the Gaktians (and indeed upon all the Christians wJrt> 
had been convcAed from heathenism) the observance of the Jewish 
Festivals as necessary to salvation; he, therefore; did/ . fiat; ceil wwe 
the observance of Festivals in the Christian Churchy bat oulyutlfo&e 
Christians who considered themselves still obliged by the lawi-fco 
"observe the days, and months, and tiroes, and years" rif the 
Jewish Church, which being only shadows of things, to come^jwere 
made void by the coming of the substance, and, therefore, that 
Christians were no more obliged to observe them, than they were 

* GaL ir. 10. 11. f Aug. d« Civit Del. lib. xvi. cap. 4b 
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concerned in the mercies t^rein commemorated ; aa for, the cele- 
bration of Cbriatian Fasts and Festivals, he considered them aa 
much obliged to observe them as the Jews were to observe their's, 
for having received greater benefits, it would have been the highest 
degree of ingratitude to have been less zealous in commemorating 
them. As for the Jewish Church, it is very evident that it was 
their ancient practice to observe both Fasts and Festivals; they 
fasted on extraordinary occasions sometimes for one day, sometimes 
for three days, and sometimes for seven ; besides about twenty-four 
ordinary Fasts kept either yearly, monthly, or weakly— a,p their 
yearly Fast upon the ninth day of that month, the tentjh of which 
iM the Feast of Expiation ; upon every eleventh mouth,, on accquut 
pi the entry. of the city of Jerusalem by the enemy; upon every 
sixth month, commemorative of the overthrow of their Temple; 
»pon every seventh month, on account of the treacherous destruction 
and death ofGedaliah ; upon every tenth month, iu remembrance of the 
time' when the siege first began against tbem, &c, ;* besides their 
weekly abstinence on Mondays and Thursdays throughout the whole 
year ; all of which were ordaiued by a public Constitution of the Jewish 
Church* although not commanded by God Himself f t . Nor was the 
Jewish Charch without its proper Festivals, appoiu^ed not only by 
God Himself, (as the "Feast of the Passover of Weeks r ",and of 
"Tabernacles,") but. instituted by the Church alsp, in remembrance 
of some signal mercies granted by God in particular to tlve Jews, . as 
the " Feast of Lots, 1 ' instituted by Mordecai and Esther, tp be 
perpetually observed on the fourteenth and fifteenth days of the 
•month " Adar," (for which purpose the former wrote tp his brethren 
the Jews throughout all the Provinces under Darius, the King of 
Persia* ^charging them to celebrate these two days annually in 
remembrance of God's miraculous deliverance of them from the plot 
eon-trifled by.Haman for their utter extirpation in one day,}) and. so 
called, because Haman had cast their life and their death upon the 
hazard of a lot ; also their " Feaajt of. Dedication," mentioned in 
the Book of Maccabees,§ and honoured with the presence even of 
our blessed Saviour Himself.;|| the celebration of these, and other 
Festivals among the Jews was calculated to remind them of the 
mercies* of God received upon those, occasions, — thus by their weekly 
Sabbaths they were reminded >of the benefits which all meii had 
derived through the goodness of Him who created the world out of 
nothing; by their yearly "Passover" they were reminded of their 
departure from the land of Egypt ; by their. "Feast of Pentecost " 
of the Ordinances, Laws, and Statutes, which their Fathers received 
at the hand of God; by their " Feast of Tabernacles" of His 
protection of them during their forty years* travel in the Wilderness; 

* 2Chron. xx; Jerem. xxxyi; Ezraviii; 1 Sam. vii; Judg. xx. 25; 2 Mac. xii. 12; 

1 Sam. xxxi. 13; 1 Cbron. x. 12; Leyit xxiii; Levit xvi 
f Select Tili. 19, &c % Esther ix. 27. | Mac. iy. 24. || John x. 22, 

Hh 
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by their " Feast of Lots" 
contrived for tlicra 
Festivals for those 
of Christian Fasts. Now « Fasting," says Terti^lUfiK' vi is an a<£ 
of reverence towards God; the end of it soinetiroesj elevation fyt 
mind, sometimes quite the coutrary ; the' cause why ;Mo#& fasted 
so long, on the Mount was mere divine speculation, tffe c^dsteWb^ 
avid fasted was humiliation*"* Fasting is, therefore, $ tofceh.ti? 



David fasted was humiliation."* Fasting is, therefore, a* tofcQti.t 
penitence, humiliation, a'nd sorrow, as well as Hir deWifott'ttii 
reverence towards God; to suppose, therefore, as many do, that 
the only Spiritual reasoirfori^csttngigr the*TTTOrtification of the flesh 
for the purpose of taming the wildness of our carnal passions, (from 
whioh stt^hVacsons.cawlirdevthal Rutting i% r^\te\t\w^i*t*xvtii& 
a disetoas, ttwn the extreme ••#£ a virtue,), is jufiiwjwt *fmtX9^$ 
what must we think of the Fa*t$ qf Mw* Patriar^. o/^h^^Pf^ipts, 
of the Apostlca, and eveu -ofou* Lord Jesus Christ Himself ^ ttf ia * 
Christian Fasts are both, holy and, acceptable to Uod is ^dttent 
from the fact that oW blessed Saviour has not otijy con^eWnoed 
to teach the manner oF Fasting, hot has even prdposed.a'r^tctf/4 
for it— "when thou fastest,'' 9 says he, "anoint Jhine lie^cf, land 
wash thy face; and thy Father which 'seeth In secret sb,attr##ffrtf 
thee openly ;"t ancttndeedewti if it be ofcrjcteiteci' t hat ue'ceWstlred 
the Fasting of the Pharisees, it should be remembered fha^<$$4ras 
not its frequency \ but thoir hyp o cri s y th a t -he blames, for frequent 
Fasting could not have been a vice in them, seeing it was a virtue 
iu John's Disciples* We, find, therefore, that in acoo'rdanoje with 
our Saviour's intimation to His Apostles k that when He^npuJ^^e 
taken from them, His abseuce would soon make them ifqsi,$fat 
Fastiug was always practised and oommaudod by the .Pfifpf^ive 
Church; thus St. Paul speaks of the Fasts amongst (JftfUti^*, 
exhorting them to "give themselves to Fa^Ung Avd^t^yfit^i^ 
"approve themselves as the Ministers of ; God, in s^ipeSi . jg 
watchings, in Fastings, &c*"§ and he enumerates ti I?aslin' > g# oJ^eA*3 
among his own spiritual exercises. Wo read, moreover^ jU^t,|(t$ 
day of the ^Crucifixion of Christ!* was kept as a.-^o^^fr^fn the 
very earliest ages by the Primitive Christian Chur^hp^^jJ,,^^ 
day of His laying in the Sepulchre, (that is, t^c two ^ays^pHiu^ 
diately preceding Easter Sunday,) <and also j^i seyor^al , Chvpffcffi 
the Wednesday fin Passion Week was observed as *a Fas(,j^ijJ 
addition to the Friday and Saturday,) because on Wedues^a^^ 
Jews are thought; to have first contrived, /(conjoin Uy.,wU^ Mfja^ 
lscariot,) their treason against Christ, It is also, certain tfyat* theft 
were many days , observed . as Festivals among the Prlin^ive 
Christians in the earliest infancy of the Church, commernof atiye ef 
the "Resurrection," aud of the "Ascension" of Christ, of "tl*p 
Coming of the Holy Ghost/' &c. \ all of wl?ich were instituted to 

« T«rtul. de Jqjun. t Matt vl 17. 18. $ 1 Cor. vii. &,' fc a Cor. vi. 5. H 2 Vot.xl «. 
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glffify-Cp^W Jin tiumble Acknowledgment of mercies granted to 
tl^em $£ tnosc times. . Vfe .have, .therefore, the practice of the 
JeM r ^Ji C(uircb f the precepts of our Saviour, and the precepts'and 
practice of tie Apostles andthe Primitive Church to justify the 
pbeeryapcej of ine Fa?ts a P^ Festivals (which are few in number) 
ijif the Chnj-oh'or* England; and, consequently,' every one may ba 
faid Jo i be bound to conform to them not only by the positive 
Pf dixiapce. of the Church, but by the force of a Divine law. 






Qmj^<' Secondly, I object to her solemn and pompom 
• f Consecration of Cathedrals and Churches, which 1 con* 

^dtrasitimecesmty and jrivotous ; because the pretence 
l ; ijf a -Christian multitude, and the duties of Religion 

perfdtmed amongst them, render the place of assembly 
{''diffidently publit, even as (he presence of the King and 
; 4 jfiis retinue wakes the house of any mart a Court, 'thirdly, 
' "'j object to her giving the names of Skints and Angels to 
t $Jiurcfee$t pecaiise it is a superstitious arifl pernicious 
'.jj iu§t<w" , ','...'. . \. , •....*' *t 



1 : .' Q. '64.— Bow to pou defend the practice of Consecrating Cathe* 
'dWb'thiti Churches, and of giving them the names of Saints and 
JtngeUt ' : 

,,;i Ottr Dissenting Brethren labour under n mistake in Supposing 
fntilf ; "the presence of a Christian multitude, and the duties of 
tterigton . performed among them, make the place of their assembly 
Efficiently public," 'becaifse the only thing which* fenders a place 
Wbtib' fsWn* public assignment of it to such duties; neither the 
IttAltifndetHAre assembled, nor the duties which they perform, are 
of sufficient forcfo to ] inTuse such prerogatives in them ; for it must 
%eVeta£m1)ered th?t ft is necessary nut only to make a Cathedral 
bir'Crtiurchpdbhc, tiut it is also necessary to surrender up that right 
which their founders might otherwise have in them, and to make 
<lod Hiniself their owner, as well as* to notify the holy and religions 
'Mfc fat- which' such places are intended, by separating them from 
'ddtnmoti purposes.* Now. because too many are 1 disposed to rob 




frrst rirbvidied, 'unless' 'setne suitable and solemn CeYemifttfe's were 
introduced' 'at its Consecration, which might leave fat the minds of 

* Exod. xlL 34 1 Kings viii. 1 1 ; Exod, xl. 9. 
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men aa- impression calculated ,$o >wstrri*JiM*tolAn*9toi>AitA # 
nourish a reverend anV^ion- /tc^a^dMhe IIousq ,gf {Sod**)!- 16© 
Church of England, theratyreg believing .not only thftftjit wuWib* 
improper to proceed ak>ut, ; iht ^eutwrn/ of a Teu>p)e IP thfftAfo&ef 
Heaven wjth no other Ceferaoaias than if h«r pitrp9W,W£re< to fruity 
an ltm, or a Stable, which may be used as aoon as 4:ojn;pl(tfed r a#4 
so end f but being also coqvinced^Ujat-Churql^jajrfit^Ql^^raerfif 
suitable Ceremonies be adopted* at the time ofi their ere^t^^yflWl 
they are made public and delivered injto $lie poseesaja*: oftyd* fbas 
introduced eermiii visible SJolemiutieaof Consec*a|iou andj^ejJUgitiaa 
both of Cathedrals and Churches. Id doing S/O she baa. nheprasHtet 
h<>\h of the Jewish, and of the PrimUive Christian Cfcarflhiifl.bf^ 
favour ; for iu the former it is certain that both tlw Ta^nacie a#4 
the Temple were so consecrated, (when it* pleased JGq$ iOf£iyjB n a 
manifest sign thai; He took possession of bo^b^fth^fwfsdpa?, of 
Solomon himself not accounting such Ceremonies, ^sauperfta^^t 
and we read that when the first Temple wa^ 4wtrp$fy}JZ m^k^iM* 
one erected in its stead by the Children oJF Isi^e^ after tbeiriiTe^fa 
from captivity, they kept the Dedication of this Te^ple-aJso,,*yfitJ> 
joy; indeed it was from the, sacred use to whi^h itAVaSi6#l^Mj| 
consecrated that our Saviour -tqblv His wgqmeufc^ 
profaned the Temple ,§ that as none were permitted tpca^ry burtjbenf 
on the Sabbath because it, was a sanctified. day^| so a^rve sh^aW|0§ 
allowed to carry even a vessel through the Terapla/Lbfcai*se Si 
was a consecrated place* the Jews being required by [their jIafv.flTft 
less to ''reverence Clod's Sauctoary" thau to '^aepHifsS^Vba^htf^f 
It is also certain that the earliest Primitive Christians CQaaecmted 
by Ceremonial Solemnities their Churches-' and. 'Oratories; it *(a$ 
indeed this circumstance that induced the Apostle, to distinguish* 
consecrated Church fro m an qBcpnsecratedihbiise^ and to census* 
the Corinthians for deiiling the former-"-*** ha#ei )%#t^m!| <, { \g 
writes, " to cat and to drink in1"tt Thj^itfwas* also euatou?a$y 
among Christians iu succeeding ages, is, evident frqip several of ^ 
Fathers ;JJ and we read that when Coustantine l>adi«fi»is|iod { a 
Church for the Service of God at Jerusalem^, bCv suano>OMed> fb# 
greater part of the Bishops in .Christendom .to assemble a fc|t« so^entf. 
Consecration, all of whom wilHBgly attended M.tbp r^^t^fd^ 
Emperor, and celebrated the Dedication, &c. with Sermons, Prayers, 
and various solemn Ceremonies; a similar occurrence is recorded 

* Lev. xvi. 2 + Exod. xii. 34; 1 Kings vili. 11 ; Exod. xi 9. t Ecra tl 16. 

. * Matt, xxi J3. ll,Jet xvii - **• 1 Mft T k x % 16 - \ ' »** **f »▼*• *t „ *\ 

' ^Du rand 's Rational. Lib. 1. rap. 6. et de Cousec d. 1. c. Ttibernaculum. Greg. Mag. lib. x 
Epiat. 71. etlib. viil Epist 63. . ' 
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.b^HftHaiWlrtrt#'rtfipi»«ilfng theadle^n'Cowsefcratipti erf aCfrartjh with 
8dv5jut*ittgaifii'cflpce by a Bishop of Alexandria. As for the second 
otijMtltiMtfelM'it is "a su'peJ'StiHorts arid pernicious custom" to give 
iy>*yu*efc of 4tftite m\d Auge& to Churches, it Would be difficult 
it)'<|d'OV*e M fefttier? the custom, indeed, originated in the simple 
i*)&s&\tf> dfrdtetineti&n among Churches, Which would hare been 
ltofWlfc!btejM0 Cmtrches had not in time received different names, 
ft¥J»he*fttW#WJdsort (that is, distinction) that a multitude of par- 
fitfelaV'peifeotfsaiirdthiiigs have occasioned a variety of proper names 
tfliterdeVisetf. But let it be remembered, that although such 
C&fcttfbeS' have received the names of Saints, &c. (which were 
*K|gina4ty preferred either because by the Ministry of Saints, (Jod 
fafti Jetted to display there some extraordinary effects of His power, 
0rtt4&u$e those Safoits by suffering for the Religion of Jesus Christ 
tentifer&Ttbe \>h£e* where they died venerable, br because the 
fre*fU*ttt tflentiotr of the names of those Saints as oflen as the 
€fMMtob themselves were mentioned, might remind others of their 
titetyafid virtues.) yet that such Churches have not been consecrated 
tSd'fhtfstSaiintB, but (as indeed the word "Church " itself by plain 
£ tafttuatieal construction implies*) to none but to the Lord Himself; 
add,' therefore, that to call them, for the mere sake of distinction, 
by-tHe ^ame'of awy Saint, Angel, or Martyr, can no more be "a 
fettpeVstittous and pernicious custom," than it would be (in allusion 
tb Wtf'* Dissenting Chapel in London) to call it the "City-road 
tRitffttl,* "Fetter-lane Chapel," or "Great Qaeen-street Chapel." 
lilfeet,' erren if it could be distinctly proved that such names were 
frrttfre first instance auperstitiously given, yet it does by no means 
ftffc* the Church of England is superstitious in retaining them ; 
Itof iif'SO, 1 we are superstitious in the use of those names by which 
^^<distiMguish both Mouths and Days, because they were super- 
stitious who first invented them; aud the Evangelist, Sr. Luke, 
Wftft'fttiptePstrtk'US, because in distinguishing the ship in which the 
A^oktte'fcailed from others, he called it "Castor and Pollux," which 
fciflfd'/Ha'd been superstitiously given that ship; and every one is 
.Superstitious, who for the sake of personal distinction Ouly, terms 
gfelWrel ** Bfelt1sha2zar," because that name was superstitiously given 
. tdm in hofeour of the Babylonian Idol " BeltL" [ 

BTJ'/J" {'.->'' > • ■ ' ' ' 

hob' >'!0* <\ • . .. • ■ J 



Obj'.— "Fourthly, T object ta her Rite of Confirmation, 
±>tt&tanlyas Unapostolical and decidedly of Popish origin, 
-but as un idle and unprofitable Ceremony ; indeed even 
-if I could be persuaded that Confirmation was o/ Apos- 
tolical origin, (I mean that the Rite alluded to in the 

* From K^<Mii| M Kyrc," and by adding letter* of aspiration, " Chyrch," or Church. 



* of tfie Apostles, '^hqp>^m^m^ 
1 practised by the English Pfditte&w 
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Acts ^ 

how practised by *A* j$m/u* ^ 
* Confirmation/) yet I cannot sex why it should* b& 
separated from the Sacrament of Baptism* becaw it 
never was in the day* of the Apostles; nor canltiebdny 
reason. why it might net as effecttiatty fa ^administered 
by. every. Patisb Minister, As by the Rishtip^ 4mdmltik 
circumstance of confining it to the Eptettipal Ordtt^tit 
. is tilt cme in the Church ofBngftknty i$& ik«W«tt^ 
that the benefit, grace, and di$*ity bf tW*1&fc ir W 
'greater* than tilhtr of Hit Sacramehtfe^ fy 
> ttestmttybe administered by the ttUoiht^i 

Q. #&.— What arguments can be Mdube^insui 
Rite of Confirmation, as performed I in the Churcfi of Mfflp^w ». 

'We 1 have sufficient evidence in the ScrijpturesV|w |^|p 
CoiiffrWation is of Apostolical institution. ,T^i}hrh^S^fMJR 
the Jewish CfaiirQli, we find that they had a 'Jlitfi ^J^gP^^Vf 
efCohfi^atioii, inasmuch, as they were accustojnj^^^^ 
^liildr^rf before the congregation at ibirte — ~*~ "* ~"~ - * — 
had teamed the law,' and the. interpretalv 
prayers ; after which they were declared 1 




they had a JlitR ^jn^^iLTt 
y were accusto^d. tfi^fipjjffigr 
at thirteen years. ^Ws^m 
erpretaljon of ii,. ^ if Vffi ir iMlJ5 
lared to pe*'S6iis.W.t£e T fteceo|L 



atidreqirlfedfroniliencefortli to answerfor their pw^fiip) 
befofe^'ttie fathers, and' not the children, ^tf ^pep^ rj 



rpw^fiip>,Jfor\w| 






fctfd tHie i 'Rife ended with prayers and praises. 



^iVfttntl and personal benediction,, the ^'^.Q^']^^^ TC^9L . 
fo-tlse' imposition of bands, as a Ceremony P^}fS}^M\ ftfnffilf 




Bftriie CeYcmony : in Consecrations ep& prd)i|aifons o.tjroeR |$j?M$ 
of Divihe calling,, the same Ceremony pf i^po^in'ip^g ;WW ^rr5 
adopted from the tinxe of Moses to fihrist;,1; ^^fR^^^o^ 
came to Christ [for help, arae expressed, ill ^ell^CW/^^flgW^?! 
speech, as necessarily ;'to imply that lie was^raselt ftfttf^rTOirtt 
the same custom jjtiiey brought Q^y^t^fr^^ii^aQgi '^Wn 
to put Sis hands upon tyieio ajid pw*y.'§7 After. -M^^cfiJfJWfl* 



our Lord an'^1 Saviour' Jesqs, Christ, "that wbiqh, .^e^a^ftfW 
daily practice of His Apoatles,Jwbas£ .prayers and 



continued in the 
imposition of hands were 



a means by which thousands be&tae 



« Gen. xi. viii. 14. 



+ Numb. xxvH. 1& $ Matt ix. 18; Mark t. 23 j Yfli » 

S Matt. xix. 13 ; Mark x. 13 j Loke arlii. IS. 



^akers of the blessings ofc this hah Rite pt C<mfima{ipn i thus, 
„ _i£ 4h*<WHi ^ fiKftfat'ftd* W ^vtrteftbid >aptizek T and 
toid>W«lVeaUlteW#4^ Pete* aMSU Jolm 

wir<>&wfo fonJiM'tteate Vft#v*«ivVtA^ toy ^Ito'Waiidi -upon 
tkea*ystt**t\ tb«y- nMghfc rdcfci J* m^W^y GH^t ^'iVka 1 tftt^Di^tplea 
^vB|^HSsls^»fterutdicy todnbten %a^U^W> Me^hftratf of 1 Jesus, 

$to^*3te*tfe4 <fi*d*Ht>l^Gfc*t** #*& fatfl*e*i -tfca 1 fea|0©- Ajwitle 

" ? ~ ' filh-m m*ts*b\ \M^wW<% «¥*va#cje»j 4alor*wot»M h*va 

[V ha^ t| tV^J)r.,^e^ ^th^tbjs^ft HftMtawa 

if tain that tliia boly Kile was not contact fcpyh© 
age of the Apostles, &§cajuje we havethe testimony both Of Fathers 
and Councils in its favour, who in this matter speak as witnesses 





of tM.PV^l^v tells us, * that aftQr Baptism. r §n$e#eda 

ibmmtioti tif hakfa/\\.e. Confirmation,) ;vHh InYocaUpurAmJ 
f£&Uiwi{m th^fjjoly^ubodt^ who willingly comes down frqm 4(14 
?iuher ''to'lr^st'l ti^h' the' purified, anj| blessed bodies,, as it..ufer$ 




rastH^ ! ' J, tfm^ prayer, and tnpdsition of h<m4$ ^fi^ 

Eftyanidj w bec0me3 yet greater in strength, "pq as tp'reig^ wi#i a 
KiWipfrojjeriai 4otriiuion ovef the whole band of that roaming &i)f} 
^^liiig'MverSary;" the sacqe writer, ihatyusion to, thte, ancj^j 
Kfte'drtynfafoftiiqii, has this rem>rk, "/f be fajthful |u Sai»arj$ 
^ad^atfea^y obtained JSapiism: pnly that which was wanting, fetpy 
aiiirJojih 1 sunpjfep! by prayer anp! imposition, of hands* to J,!*? eiijl 
the^fibfyJGnQsi migjit be pqured upon them; which UUq jsajsg 
p&ctfsed amorig as, when they who are already baptized are brought 
^b I'tti^' prelate! of pjie Church to obtain, by ^heic J?raj>»ira ^»4 
Imposition 6f hands, (\.v.ty tjie jfl^ly Gho^ajwl 

pi j)fetfebfe4 wtjSJi the seal of Christ.''^ As much is' signified bx 
Jftife^ *'l*be Hply fehostSvfiich (J^ceud* 

nWffi ! $k'ving'ldt}^ence upon the waters of Baptism, cpmraunjcateji 
iHdri^t' fulness which is sufficient for iauocency, and afterwards 
exhibits in/ Cdnfitriiation an increase of farther grace."+t St< Jerome 

'',---■■■ . .. ;/ . ' . L- * 1 '■ •' ■' " 

* Acta vlfi. 1*. + Acta xix. 5. 6. ' J Heb. vUfc \ In Joe. * R Tfertiil d$ Bapt. 

1 Cypr. Epiat 7a ad Jabazanum. ** Cypr. Epist 2. ad Douat, c. 2. 

:,* <> (■ -H- Eqaeb. EmU, Scr, de pent*. 
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also speaks frilly to the point: " ITfon intpfre,** <*mfb tot, 1 ** itom 
it is written, it is written in the Acts of the Apotiffetf r fctftrif the?* 
were no authority in Scripture for it ; yet the consent ©F*ll tiw 
world in this particular is instead of a Command."* The Fathers, 
therefore, heing thus persuaded, held the' Rite of Ctmfirmation as 
an Apostolical Ordinance, always profitable in the Church ctfGtoaV 
although not always accompanied with an e4quaf pfttaibii'o£tlm& 
external effects which gave it countenance at Hi first ttistifcitiotil 
We may, therefore, infer that Confirmation Is an J$)?0&t&e&t^te\ 
and, consequently, that it cannot be of Popish origin, by which I 
presnme our Dissenting Brethren mean a Rite which held Its mtgto 
in Popery, that is, which originated in the superstitions *p*ac*k*» 
of the Church of Rome; for if they mean only that it is a practice 
of Popish countries, they may as reasonably object to the JMriM 
Inspiration of the Scriptures, nay to the very Scriptures themselves* 
to the Doctrines of the sacred Trinity, and of Man's Redemption; 
to the Sacraments of Baptism and the Lord's Supper, and to every 
Doctrine and Article of Faith worthy the name of Christian, because 
such have been received partly upon the authority of the Church of 
Rome, which believes them likewise : to discard, therefore, every 
thing believed and practised by Popish people in Popish countries 
is absolutely and effectually to abolish Christianity itself. Of this 
our pious Reformers were fully aware, and, therefore, they did not 1 
think it necessary to abolish Rites, merely because they were abused 
by the Church of Rome ; for (notwithstanding its corruptions^ tbey 
were sensible that it retained some of the fundamental Doctrines 
of the Gospel, and that some of its practices were founded 'irf 
Scripture and reason, and conformable to the constant usages' of 
the earliest Christians, particularly the Rite of Confirmation. Bat 
if by calling Confirmation a Popish Rite, it is meant' that it 
originated in the superstitious practices of Popery, this*'!' positively 
deny; for it was instituted and practised many hundred yeavspribf 
to the corruption of that Church by Papal innovation^; ' 'ftfmovver, 
in (he Romish Communion itis not only very differently administered^ 
but it has been elevated to the dignity of a Sacrament, contrary to 
the warrant of Scripture, and the practice of the Primitive Church. 
Now although the effects of Confirmation as communicated in the 
Primitive Church (viz. extraordinary gifts) have long since ceased; 
because only necessary in the infant state of the Church/ yet many 
great advantages nevertheless accompany Confirmation in the present 
day; for it is a new engagement to a Christian life, as well as a 
lasting admonition and check, not to dishonour or desert our 

: — , . ...... ? m — ' 

* Hierom. Dial, advees. Lucif, 

f In the Church of Rome, the Bishop at Confirmation is required to dip the thumb of his right 

hand into the Chrism, and to make with it the sign of the cross on the forehead of the person 

* confirmed; afterwards give him a gentle blow on the cheek, then to bind am forehead with 

a slip of linen about the breadth of two fingers, &c. 



C*rfrtian jNTofeiaiafii G^jgimsf}f vouchsafing $W\(ttot!mm+ 
nieateltorafi supernatural atrpnglh/to encounter qur spiritual ^emies* 
arid eTftabling, us to Pflffqrw what Vender taka ,. finally, ju*repj# 
to .wbatrfoasfeecn olp>jectieo% that if an Apostolical ftite, it iwaa aeyer 
aa separated Iron the Sacrament pf Baptism as the; { Cb,urcU of 
Bngknd separates it ;. and that there is no reason wfcy, it might no£ 
a* etfectually W administered by a mere Parish Minister,, as, by the 
Bishop* it ma J be observed, that it is possible/ thaf, jn. niaaj 
instances ho{h e^Mfirmation and Baptism went together; tut th? 
rtasod lot ,their_ separation, was first in the Minister, who being pf 
inferior ? rfegree, might baptize, aud not. confirm, si^h: as PWip,, 
Krfeo >ha4 before baptized the Samaritans, and they were afterw*f fa 
*0*fijn»ed by the Apostles; as St. Jerome declares!, /.^ J.dqny.no^ 
but *he custom of the Church is, that the Bishop should go^bw^ 
aM imposing 41a hands, pray for the gift of Uie, Holy, Ghost qnj 
(hose whont Presbyters and Deacons, afar off, in lesser ^ijtifs^j^xft 
tweedy baptized;"* which ancient custom of t^Cba^^St^Cyprfa^ 
ground^ upon the example of Peter aud John, in the ^gMH. cJjap^f 
df the Acts, already cited--—" The faithful in Samaria baa\a^ea{J£ 
obtained Baptism ; only that which was wanting,, peter and jobfl 
supplied," feet 1 by which it appears, that when the /Ministers, of 
Bfcjptitm Were persons of an inferior Order, the Bishops subsequently 
COanwffiefLthose.wbonjsuch ha,d before baptize^; a. s^ono^ .reason, 
for fte£a^i4^Qonfirmat#>a from Baptism, was, becauset^e parties 
wjb^fipcwiye^Baptism being infants, were nofsu^ien^lyold t,o V^ 
tjbteita discharge the duties of a Christian,., a^ijd to bring iforth^g 
fauii*o,f;tb£ Holy Ghost; on which account their <Conljrinafiou was 
inferred,, that Jiving in expectation of that liolvllite,' they u m{gl$ 
»Jthe'meaMime be educa^e4 in the principles of the'true tyeligiopj 
kefae thpir minds could be depraved by corrupt e^amples^ and ^ 
((MxtjfotiqoVtiojn be early laid for 1;ne, direction of the course of t^eir, 
who^eUveg; to. which, imposition of 4 hands behig after Wjards, a.d^pT f 
they received those same JjJlessiugs w^ich Patriarchs,' Prophets'. 
Ptfeats^ Apples, FAthe^.and.botynien of every age^ bay,9 f rflce^ye4 
fi»vi]^»», particular l&yocatiou anxj Beuediction. . Such^w^rOj fy$ 
nt*$0ti$ for iSepai^iting Confirmation from Baptism, which no reason? 
ebtenMaq- jwofessing Beligipn can think improper. As fur the 
Objection* that this, fyiie might be as effectually jadLniijistered by 
every Pttssbyterjas by the JBishop, ,1 answer, that Us adininistreiliuii 
Was delved fey theTAppsiles, to their Successors the Bhhoi^ only 
of thoiCatholie Church; tbus,when Philip the Duacou had liberty 
both i to preach ^and baptize, yet the ^jffotieft nlwte had the power 
to confirm? as4aovident from the history of the Samaritan cuiiYetis t J 
and, therefore, this Rile is appropriated to the Bishops, (as Suc- 
cessors of the Apostles in. the Government of the Church,) in all 
primttiw retoord*' of Christianity ;§ indeed there is not, a .single 

# Hieron. ad?ep s. Luctf. csp. 4. f Cypr. Epist. 73. ad Jubiyanum, % Acts riil 14* 17* 
\ See Quest 82. 



instance J* all ancjent bjatory, of a simpl* FscaUy ter «Qn0rming, o* 
any one less in Order than a Bishop. Why this Rite was to be. 
confined to the Episcopal Order is not told us; perhaps it originate^ 
io a desire to honour the Episcopal Order with such pre-eminence, 
because the safety of the Church depends in a great measure upon 
the dignity of bar Bishops, to whom, if some eminent offices *f 
power above others were not given, the?e would be in the Cburcfe 
as many Schisrnq us Priests; this, indeed, St. Jerome asserts, 
•staring u* that the Holy Ghost U received la Baptism, <*nd that 
Confirmation is a Sacramental' Complement; moreover* thai the, 
Tea sou why Bishops alone did ordinarily confirm, was not (?s eftr 
Dissenting Brethren suppose) because the benefit,' graces atid digjutT 
of Confirmation, is considered by the Church as greater *ha"u thai 
jof Baptism; hut because that by the Sacrament of Baptism,' me# 
being admitted into the Church of Christ, it was both reasonable 
find convenient, that if the Bishop (to whom the chief authority 
belongs) do not baptize,* yet for the sake ef honour, aud in token 
of his spiritual mtkority over them, he should perform this cere- 
mony, because to bless is an act of mthority.1: 



Ob J.— "Fifthly, I object to the placing of the Altar at tk$ 
East end of the Church, and to the superstitious custom 
of turning towards it at the recital of the Creed. Sixthly, 
J object to the custom of bowing the head at the narne 
Of Jesus, not only as an unprofitable and unscrjpturql 
ceremony, but because such an act of outward adoration 
elevates the Son above the Father and the Holy Ghost" 



Q. 66.— Bow do you defend the placing of the Altar at the 
IjJast, and the turning towards the East at the recital of the Creed f 

It 13 a very ancient practice, and was prevalent amongst the 
Primitive Christians during their Confessious of Faith in the very- 
earliest ages of the Church, of which we have sufficient testimony 
in the writings of contemporary historians. Now nothing call 
possibly be objected against this custom, when it only contribute*, 
which it evidently does, to rivet our attention. St. Austin says, 
" We turn to the East, that our souls may be admonished to turn 
4o a more excellent nature," since the East is the most honourable 
part of the house of God, corresponding with the " Holy of Hollea" 
in the Jewish Tabernacle, and its " mercy-seat*' to oar jitter; and 
as the. Cherubim were formed with their faces looking toward* the 

« "I thank God 1 baptised none of you, me," &c 1 ear.-!. 11 f He*, rti. *L . 
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mercy-seat,* and the Jews worshipped " lifting iip their Bands 
Wards God's holy orai;le,"t or mercy-seat, so the Primitive 
Christians worshipped looking toward* the Altar in the East, 
wb(ieh had been prefigured by, the " mercy-seat" in the Jewish! 
tabernacle; because if they had '* turned their back unto God, and 
*et their face," it Would have been a disown merit of their worship 
*f theonfii.iruo.Go4 our, Saviour, and their disbelief in the articles 
of that. Creed, which they were at the time rehearsing; for it is 
declared thai the second coming of the Son of Man " shall be as 
tbe lightning that cometh out of the East ,} and that as the Sun 
riseth in the Bast, so shall the rising of the Son of God be, who 
is a "Sun of Righteousness" to all who believe in Him. Bui 
Knottier argument may be adduced in favour of our turning towards 
tbe East in the recital of the Creed; which is, the consideration of 
the propriety, in our profession of Christ's faith and doctrine, to 
.look in one and the same direction, as an army of well-disciplined 
ftoldieta are expected to look and move one way, which (freiri the* 
present situation of many of our Church pews facing different 
directions) would be impossible, without some turning another way, 
tord if some, why not all, and if another way, what way is preferable 
to the East, for (if we may be permitted to particularise) the Enst 
is more particularly the residence of Christ, as it is of the Sun, 
whp is more immediately His Representative, than any other of the 
inanimate worlts of the Creation : moreover, Christ was born in the 
East, and there the Star appeared which discovered to the Wis* 
Men his obscure habitation'. These* and. other reasons, have 
indUced onr Church to retain this judicious custom, nor can she 
#n that aecbuftt>>ta condemned for superstition, seeing that it is 
pfftetiecd *ut of ictfjeisitce to Christ, a$ " the §u« of Righteousness," 
who has risen upon us to enlighten our minds with that Gospel, in 
the chief at tides of which we then declare our belief, 

Q. 6T.—By what arguments do you defend the bowing the head 
*t the name of Jesus ? 

We are informed in Holy Writ fttrit * at the name of Jeaftisf eteYy 
knee shall bow," as indeed it had been before declared that " to 
Him every knee should bow,"|| who was •• crowned with glory and 
honour. "4 But even if it had not been enjoined by Scripture, 
(which it most decidedly is, for bowing the head is a modern token 
of respect equivalent to that of bending the knee in ancient times ( ||||) 
the antiquity of the custom, and its adoption by Primitive Christians 
agaiust Jews and Infidels in those early ages, sufficiently authorise 
its continuance as a profitable Ceremony; it fixes the attention, 

and displays our respect for the Son of God, as the most exalted Of 

■ - ' . * . ■- -i --.,._ , . i iji. 

* ESQd.jsxT.tSO. , t . t,P8aln}x*viiL2. $ Mitt xxir. 27. 

|| Isaiafi xlv. 23. f 'He*, a. 9. 

101 See Gen, xliii. 28; Exod. it. 31 ; 2Xfaron. xxix. SO; and la &* (tttNToW ^rlftr* 

Himself, John xiy. SOL 

i» 9 
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all Messengers. As for the objection tf*a|; eqefrauaet *>f c-i&mrd 
adoration elevates tbe Son above fcbf, Father and tbe Holy Obost, 
it may be observed, that as the truth of h\% eqmlitf4AUhth4ll*i\& 
a mystery so hard for human understanding to attain to, thierefote, 
of all heresies, that is tbe least to be feared, which give* Him 
superiority over them, especially whilst we perceive a 'contrary 
doctrine so lamentably prevalent amongst Socinians who rob him 
of His Deity,* and Papists who lessen Him by their superior 
adoration of Hia Mother, the Virgin Mary,t In a word/ this 
liarmluss ceremony of b wing at tlie name of JesO$ Christy rthioh 
is so profitable ngaiast |nindels f - Jews,.Arians, and Soeioiabs, *s 
there h no man compelled to use it, so 1 know no reason whjr«rfv 
, man should imagine it " an unprofitable and unsenptutalceremjcfflyr 



Obj.^° Seventhly* I object to the use of the Surpljce and 
other Sacerdotal Vestments, by the Clergy , and, (tye 
assigning a different habit to the Episcopal Qrdeg, 
became I consider the use of them as dangerous and 
unlawful" , . r ^ 

/ ,, ( .,' . \ - , ,, ,„ ■ , m i, ■ . ..: '. '>-.'irt.I09 

Q. b$.—Hbw do you prove that the use, of the SwpliqfttfflKf 
ether Sacerdotal Vestments by the Clergy, and the assigning : a 
different habit to the Episcopal Order, is not dangerous, n$r 
tmlawfuU , * 

All well-orderfed Governments, (believing that a certain habit 1 or 
dreSs 1 becomes each class of persons in ordinary life, as well £qr tbe 
u 



«( •" Christ" (writes a Socialan Minister of considerable notoriety) " was subject to the 'rap* 
. infirmities, the tame ignorance,. prejudice*, and frontier, as others of thahutfianradS^vf** 
' "See Belsh'am's '* Calm Tuquiry," p. 447. ' ' _« 

■fr 1 do not allude here merely to the extravagant titles of honour bestowed by the ^Ronijjut 
. Church, on the Virgin Mary, (as -Qeeen of Heaven, Dispenser and Depositary of Gofl's 
favours, Spring of Salvation and Life, Gate of Paradise, Hope of Mankind, Ocean of DiVi*i|y, 
'Mother of Mercy, Refuge of Sinners, &c.) but to the actual fact that an absolute and sxts^rHtn 
j power/ ov*r Person has been attributed to her; thus We find among the hymns Bujmjfy the 
Church of #o«pe*in he* honour oecur , (or 1 at least until rery lately) the following lines T— 
1 •* O f*lix puerpera, , , ,' * ; • :. if.uluf! 

'•''•'' • '" " '"' ' ' ' Nostra. plans scelera, - ,. .,,- n j 

,,••'» . > 1 • - '.fare Matris 1m pee A (not tUmjiljJukY ' ' ' ,' 

,, c r .Redemptori!" • ■'..•'> ""Tf v.tilBl 

' Indeed Binet, a Jesuit declares that from her womb, sis from the Ocean of PitfajeyvAftw 

' thw springs and rfvers'of every Christian grace; father Saiazar, in his " Proverb. Salam." 

,has .^OlBd Jier 1 *' the ^AecottpHshment of the Trinity!** St Antoninus, Archbishop of 

' Florence , asserted that ali sins mere forgiven by kef alone 1 ; She has beenaaid ibj^sseWttie 

Omnipotence of God, and to have wrought more miracles by her hair, milk, $K,thfto CJfefet 

and His Dfedples did' or couH work; and matiy Ecclesiastical writers have called her, a 

«• Goddess," far which tXe reader nay consull Che dfepntes between toe Bishop 1 of Bella? and 
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gravity of thfcir station, as for the sake of example to others,) have 
terer- considered if proper and fit to separate each class or profession 
'(wtoWptibtMy officiating) 1 by 1 cbr tain distinct and particular attire, 
1*hito"«*Ttnay revive that degree of respect and honour which is due 
*d*tfeeir several Vocations; thus Naval and Military Officers are 
'required to wear when on service certain special dresses, by which 
they may be easily distinguished from those who are not so engaged, 
wad' Barristers are so attired when pleading as not to be confounded 
vtfthi others, even when their persons are unknown ; and Judges, 
'andeveu the King himself, may be similarly distinguished by their 
'peculiar robed and ornaments. Now it must be acknowledged, that 
justice iff the chief ornament of Kings and Judges, honesty and 
Integrity of Barristers, and courage and prudence of Officers, and 
that the robes and uniforms of these particular persons do not in 
any degree add to those qualities; a Judge may administer justice 
as impartially without a robe as with one, a Barrister plead as 
forcibly without, a wig and gown as with them, and a Military or 
^a vat Commander obtain a victory as effectually in a plain black 
or brown coat, as in a gold-lace red or blue one;, but these robes 
aneVdfesses' have been considered as not unnecessary, as. we ]1 for 
tW§ s%1& of comeliness and decency, as that they easily betoken the 
difference or quality of the persons and actions to which they are 
confined. Now it is admHted that holiness and purity of conver- 
sation adorn a Minister of the Gospel much more than his peculiar 
^ttiTbf ayfparel, (whether of a white or black gown,) but as such 
•oftttfdiehts inspire respect for the office of a King and a Judge, and 
ttark the distinction between Barristers, and Military aud Naval 
Commanders, &c. so there is no reason why Religious worship 
* ban id not derive equal benefit from similar distinctions in the dress 
'Of the officiating Minister, which are calculated to inspire respect 
•for the Sacerdotal Office, as well as to denote the quality of the 
^Minister himself, and the difference between him and the congre- 
gation ; unless it can be shown why we should refuse to Religion 
that decency of ornament, which in a more splendid manner accom- 
panies the solemn aud public actions of Kings and Temporal 
Dignitaries. Indeed we find by experience, that where a reverence 
ifor the Ministerial Office is wanting, there generally ensues an 
actual decay of Religion, so that Religion itself becomes venerable 
in proportion to the respect for the Ministers of Religion, which is 
rather promoted than diminished by the use of *• Sacerdotal 
Vestments;" for why should robes and distinctions of dress be 
an advantage to Royalty and Justice, and yet "dangerous and 
unlawful" to Religion only? It is recorded, indeed, that God 
absolutely and positively enjoined the use of such Vestments to the 
.Clergy of. tbe Jewish Church, saying to Moses, " thou shalt make 
holy garments for Aaron the High Priest, for gl&ry and for beauty?* 
' • • • ■■'■■■ ■ . ., . 

♦Exod. xxrlii I. 
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and "garments for hie Sons, to minister in the Priest's Office, u * 
but that He made them " blessed through their comely ornaments/* 
so that if to be called a Minister of God is to be blessed) conse- 
quently to be honoured with such ornaments and garments aa art 
the signs of such a holy calling, is in part a blessing also ; And, 
therefore, we read that God made it death for the Jewish Priests 
to officiate without their vestments, which he would never- have 
done, if the use of them were "unlawful/' or likely to prove 
r ' dangerous 4 ' to the Christian Religion. Now in the consideration 
Of this question, (at least so far as it affects the Church of England J) 
It most not be forgotten that the Vestments worn by her Clergy aim 
exceedingly plain and simple, nor are they (as in the Church of 
ftotnet) alterable according to the circumstances of times : > tap 
Surplice is a plain white robe, the preaching gown is a plain blaslf 
Otic, and two simpler, nor more suitable colours coald not feav* 
been selected; for (to say nothing of white having been the eroloor 
of one of the holy garments in the Jewish Church, and. of the 
estimation in which white apparel was ever held in the Eastern 
Vorld, which are tokens of its greater fitness for sacred purposes^ 
ho colour could possibly be more becoming of itself, or better 
adapted to the Ambassador from God, who by His Office is expected 
to appear before the Supreme Being with the purity of Angels te 
intercede for men by prayer, because white is so expressive of that 
light affection of joy, in which God delights whan lie is to be praised* 
and so lively a resemblance of the glory of the Saints in Heaven* 

# Erod. xxxr. 14. 
£ Tho Pope's Robes of Ceremony are a Cassock of white wodi, shoes of ted cloth, titi wttcn Si 
embroidered a gold Cross, a Mosaett, or Camail of red velvet, a red silk Girdle wf ft .gtfci 
clasps, a rocket and fed berrefte, an amict, a white linen Alb, tied with a red silk string 
jnd. a Stole set with pearls. Hie Tiara, or Mitre, is embroidered with gold, and set with 
jewels, and his gloves are embroidered with gold ; his triple crown (which is a ebrtfccap) 'Si 
adorned with three crowns, and is loaded with jewels; indeed that of Pope Martin. V, hat 

* nearly six pounds weight at pearls, and fifteen pounds of gold,r-that of Paul V. was still 
greater; and that of Clement VI IX. was valued, at * rough calculation, according to oat- 
estimate of money, at nearly £4»0e&,09& eterttnpj t h e P oa t i fio al Robes (as those also of ever|r 
Bishop, and every Priest in the Church of Rome) are alterable in colour according to the 
«ircttfflBtances of time; t lutein Lent', Advent, and all Fast Days, he wears a Cassock of white 
wool,, witfi a Camail of red cloth, but from Easter ere t» the following Saturday he wears* 
white damask Camail f when he celebrates Mass, besides the Cassock, he wears the Rocket, 
Amict, white linen Alb, Stole, Maniple, Dalmatic, and embnoiderfca GhasualttjAtfinp 
Whits«lrtld«>RtMioB the IVstivajs tof M^tyrs, his Robes are of a red colour y during^ Easter 
and on {he Festivals qf Virgins, white j on the Evee of Fast Days a violet colour; dfl foster 
Eve, and aft Waises for the dead,, a Ma^k Colour ; in Christmas;' b CaVncne,* or Co«4oCfl«rk 

1 telvet, ftc. and a Pull with three diamond buttons to the three crosses. Hie prirnta drip 
at home eonsistff of a white silk' Cassock, a Brocket oT fine linen, and' a Cental! of red velvet, 
or of carnation satin. The: Cardinals wear purple Habits, a foyiA mantle with a train of «£* 
jells in length, a red Tiat,' an embroidered silk Episcopal Mitre, a red- Cope, rfnffCeJBV* *<Kiti 

' Cassock, Rocket, a sho^t Mantle, or Cope of red satin, and A red Cowl} and thvy ore 

• allowed red housings for their mules, gilt spars, ttnd stirrups/ All Atctibisnops (as well as 
Bishops} are clothed In pfcrple, and always ifi the 'baMfatio 1 ; ant n*I*rtf*nd MMMttte^ 
wear black; besides these, every Archbishop Wears a Pull, consisting «# certeio a4e«s**«f 
white woollen stufr, three* fingers fn breadth, and embroidered with recUcrosses^ &cf. tout 
^hp RoJJtfs pftbe Priests are also very rjphly ornjupt ijted with gold and ulrer lace, ftp. 
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ftn4 of t{?e beauty in which Angela b*ve appeared to men, We 
ftpad thai the Clergy of the Fdmitiye Church in yar}ably wore % 
tc?&i&? Surplice ; thus St, Jerome in. reply to Pelagius (a heretic^ 
j»ba4;oudemu£d the use of a white Surplice) writes, •' Jf a Bishop, 
% Presbyter* a Deacou, and the rest of the Ecclesiastical Orde*, 
coqie ta administer the Sacrament in a white garment, are they 
IJiereby the enemies of God/'* apd 8t< Chrysos^ora, jo, allusion tp 
fbe Ministerial Vestments then in use, blames those, who, wheu 
the Sacjameut was administered, imagined themselves called only 
fa '£, walk ap and d^wjn in a White Garment" or Surplice," t . With 
fesp*c( to ^he Rlack gown, (wprn only in the pujflit,),.we capnpt 
&*u>t but tbfit it lias bften very appropriat^liy cho&ga, because \% 
fepfe^ly; represents a $eadQe8*\<i the vM4> W.wdhffi a sprrqyfal 
b^rniliaition io the pr^sen^e of God, but it is also expressive, of ijiuft 
frMf and mourning which the Preacher's Office in. t\ie pu\fti| 
fe^gires hun to display for the wicked and sinful lives of juichu whoja 
jn that place (i.e. the pulpit) he calls to conversion and ronetvtapc^ 
Finally, a different habit has been assigned to the Episcopal Order,| 
because necessary to denote the distinction and difference of rank 
between the Bishop and the inferior Clergy, considering the dignity 
and office of the former as of an Ecclesiastical Governor, and a 
Successor of the Holy Apostles; thus in the Jewish Church, the 
Righ fi'ieas was differently, hajbitod from the Priests; theEpho* 
ui tha former being embroidered with blue, purple, and itiwson 
twisted cotton and gold, and ornamented with various previous 
atones, whilst the garments of the latter were made %f linen only* 
From what, therefore,- has been urged upon this subject, we may 
Reasonably infer that our Dissenting Brethren cannot prove the 'use 
of gowns by the Clergy. of the Cbureb of England to be " dangerous 
and unlawful," (as there is not a word of Scripture against the use 
gf .t^W*) *M* therefore, it follows that they pro*e notbjng against 
them, and cpnsequently not sq much a& ujicomeliuess. aud, incoji.- 
Venience in them.§ 



■i ! ■ ' » i »i in 



Qbj.— " Eighthly, 1 object to that part of the Rubric of 
e the Vhurch qf England whigh requires her members tQ 
atand 4fi the reading of the Gospel, whilst it permit? 
; , thevi fa. sit at the rending qf the Epistle,; which appear? 
.- :-.f.to be (to say the least of it) a very foolish distinction" 

yi* t Qbryifttfc «d Ptopol, An*Mi» Jam, T. Sen*. 60. 

ill» Btftops,*! ft* dW«U of England wear a Rockest of white linen, the sleerqaof which 

are made qf lawn, with a Chimere of black satin, (which until the reign of Queen Elizabeth 
* was of a icarlet eoloar,) as an upper robe. 

| It^iVw^ttl^^wiaaMt^tt^Q^rfiiof the Chigch •/ S^land eoold be die tin*ui*e4 
, M4«ch«*aU,octa«ion»ft the conrtaoj 1**9* &f¥«W wold probably be, inc*nTenie*t, b«U 

ton eee no objection to the wearing «f the •' Banda "both at home wwi abroad. 
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Q. m t —Why does the Church of England require her member* 
to stand at the reading of the Gospel, whilst she permits them to 
Bit at the reading of the Epistle 1 

* The Gospels do .all historically declare something which our Lord 
Jesus Christ Himself either spoke, did, or suffered, in his own 
person ; in honour, therefore, to Him, the Church of England has 
commanded them to he read and heard standing, which is a posture 
of reverence and resolution to adhere and stand to them. The 
Gospel is the words of the Master, the Epistle but of the Servant, 
and, therefore, during the reading of the latter we sit. The 
reverential posture of standing at the reading of the Gospel was 
introduced at a very early period into the Primitive Church, and 
was universally practised both by the Eastern and Western Churches 
in order to display their reverence for the Son of God, above all 
other Messengers ; nor let it be forgotten, that we pay no less 
honour to our earthly Sovereign, at the reading of whose Commission 
in the highest courts among us, even Nobles stand up, and 
uncover their heads. 



Ob j.— " Ninthly, I consider the Church of England to 
have been guilty of a dangerous oversight in retaining 
the sign of the Cross at Baptism, on the forehead of the 

' baptized Infant, because it is a superstitious relict of 
Popery." 



Q. 70. — Is the ceremony of signing the forehead of those wha 
are baptized by the Ministers of the Church of England '• a Super* 
stitious relict of Popery V* ' 

This ceremony is in no respect a superstitions relict of Popery, 
because we find that it was introduced many centuries prior to the 
invention of the superstitions of Popery, as we have the testimony 
of every contemporary writer that the Primitive Christians vfery 
early adopted the same ceremony, preferring the sign of the Cross 
to any other external mark, because of the sufferings of Christ, 
that (as the heathens despised the Christian Religion, so) the 
world might always more easily discern what they were, and how 
little such contumelies affected them. In consequence, all of them 
at their Baptism, when first admitted into the Church of Christ', 
were signed with the Cross (being the " sign of the Son of Man") 
on their foreheads; for the forehead is the index of boldness, fear, 
shame, and bashfulness, and (as the pulse declares bow the heart 



frerkf , jh>) the ?ery thoughts of the mind may be discovered by the 
forehead;* therefore, the signing on the forehead testified their 
obligation, willingness, and resolution, amidst adversity and per- 
secution to defend the Cross and Religion of their Lord with 
boldness and courage, and implied their dread to offend God, their 
trembling fur fear of falling into temptation, and their blushing and 
being ashamed for the sins of mankind, as well as their determina- 
tion not to be ashamed of the ignominy of the Cross, although 
contempt and ridicule should accompany their pious resolution: it 
also discovered to whom they belonged, and, therefore, we read that 
(like as Masters and Generals were accustomed to mark their 
Servants and Soldiers on the forehead, to know to whom they 
belonged) the "Servants of God" were required to be "sealed in 
t\\e\t foreheads,"^ and the "Servants of the Lamb" to have " His 
name," or cross, "upon their foreheads"% implying that they 
belonged to him ; on which account, the Locusts spoken of in the 
Revelations, were forbidden to " hurt any but those men only which 
bad uot the seal," or cross, "of God on their forehead.' % As, 
therefore, it is evident that this ceremony of signing [he forehead 
with the sign of the Cross was prevalent among the Primitive 
Christians in the earliest ages, therefore, the Church of Kngland 
cannot be charged with having received it from the Church of Home, 
but rather from the Primitive Church itself; aud even admitting j^* 
that one of the reasons on account of which it was adopted by the 
latter was because the Primitive Christians lived with Infidels, still 
as their chief object in adopting it was to express their willingness 
to glory in, rather than he ashamed of the service of Christ, it is a 
ceremony equally necessary for the Christian Church in the present 
day ; for although through the goodness of God she has not now to 
eon tend against the contumelies then offered by Infidels to the name 
aud cross of Christ, yet, (unless we are strangers to the age in which 
we live, or dissemblers of what wc both hear and see every day,) we 
canuot deny that Christ and His Cross are still the object of scorn 
and dishonour every where, aud consequently, that glorying in the 
service of Christ will not fail to procure us from the present wicked 
world, the same reproach and obloquy that the Primitive Church 
encountered from Infidels aud unbelievers. « Now as the Church of 
Borne employs the same ceremony, (although they have super* 
stitiously abused it,) let us suppose, for the mere sake of argument, 
that, however immaterial and indifferent the ceremony may be of 
Itself, that they have made it nevertheless the subject of as great 
pollution as any heathenish idol has ever been ; for example, that 
they honoured the Cross and the ceremony of it as much as they 
honoured Christ Himself, aud, therefore, that they were as guilty 

* Ezek. \x. 4; Rev. rii.3; ix. 4.—" From homlnia, tristitin, hilaritaU\ okmentitt, sereritatil 

i*4vr «&" FUn. lib. xl " EgvQgditofliru y*e ol m^uyo/xs>o/.' ' Arist. Etbic iy. ft ft 

f Rcr. Tit 3. t R«r- xxik 4b | Rer. is. 4 

ik 
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of Idolatry, as were their Pagan Forefathers in their adoration of 
the image of Caesar-, which they placed in a kind of Chanel, and 
carried with them in' thejr armies, and adored as atfJud;* but let 
it not be forgotten thafc the Jews, allhough they could never be 
persuaded to admit that image of Caesar which the Romans adored 
into the city of Jerusalem, nevertheless made no scruple about the 
image of Caesar ou their coins, which Lhey knew very well no one 
did worship, and yet both were the imnge of Caesar — >r let us 
suppose that they superstitiously adored that cross, and theref.re 
were as guilty of Idolatry, ns were the Israelites in adoring the 
brazen serpent in the wilderness ;f let it not be forgotten, that 
Solomon appointed brazen images of the same shape to bear up the 
cistern of the Temple, J and yet both were brazen serpents — or let 
us suppose that they superstitiously adored that cross, and therefore 
were as guilty of idolatry, as were the Isrnelites in making Altars 
for Idolatrous purposes, (and which fur that reason were afterwards 
destroyed t>y Ezechiah;) yet let it not be forgotten, that I he tribe 
of Reuben Wetted simtta'r Altars near the river Jordanp- or let ua 
supppscr'finull^/^bac^'ttie&'kdbrft^ipi] of the cross they were as 
guilt^ 6fidolatry, as was Solqmou in erecting Temples atid Idols in 
honour of foreign Gods ; 'fvi let it not be forgot i en, tliaf Fv/cchiah 
(who'wafeirittmf restiee^ commended by God) did not destroy those 
Templet iftid ltli|ls; '''because in bis lime they were no longer instru- 
ments of idolatry! Ifdty it cannot be denied, ibat there is as pin in 
and as great a difference between the cross winch Popish Super'' 
stition adored as Christ, and the ceremony of the cross which the 
Church of linglancj uses only as a Sign of Remem trance 3 as there 
was between the image of Caesar adored by the Romans, and the 
same image' of Caesar 'oh the coins current among the Jews; or 
between the brdzen serpent worshipped iu the wilderness, and the 
brazen serpents Which supported the cistern of the Temple; or 
between the' Altars which Josiah destroyed because they were 
instruments or* Idolatry, and the Altars which were afterwards 
erected near tfietiver Jordan by the tribe of Reuben? or between 
the Temples knkildoTs Framed by Solomon for idolatrous purposes, 
and the vrirys^m^ Temple's and Idols us^d no longer for that purpose, 
and thifeftfre frotfleistrayfcd by Ezechhih, It is, therefore, evident 
that we may reform superstitious abuses of the cross without its 
entire abolition from Rel i gious u s e s ; neither m aking it common, 
(as does the Roman Church several times upon every occasion, 
however trifling?) nor omitting it altogether. The Church of 
Engird W4$ ^^il^M^^r^lheiili^h^/iiPltq-^rXnsne afeelUtafl 
at the ReformM\oivYcry^mni^ 

Rome in Baptism,, althmigh^ef w^^9f v AW^v€Q^« l Wf>ftt\ihe 
has permitted the sign of tbe^ros^t^^^piadc^^i^^^t-V&^^^a^ 
♦ Dio.lib. i,vf[eftfcHm> UKir. f SCtaww*. »\\ \ fckbd fe^xlfc *j * dlfcfo tti*K. 7. 
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^ baptism '^ sfte lias even $n$n deferred, it until after the Sacrament 
bas been ad iia blister ud, (although it is certain that the Primitive 
church made it bejove it was administered,) '.'in order to assure her 
members that she colliders it wo part wfyqieyei; of the Sacrament 
itself, which is complete without it, anil not in any respect bettered 
or perfected by it; as indeed she lias declared in one of her Canons,* 
wherein site ascribes no power, or efficacy whatever to the sign of 
(he crds^', an assurance confirmed in her "Office of Private/Baptism," 
in which she has totally omitted it f conceiving, it. to be a mere 
ceremonial declaration of the child's dedication and, Consecration 
by Baptism. Nor let it he supposed, that under all 'these circum-, 
stances she has acted umvisdy in retaining this ceremony, seeing 
how available it may be made as a memorial of duty; for (as has 
been already observed) the feur uf disgrace and ignominy being a 
sufficient restraint to prevent the commission of sip, and the fear 
of disgrace ami ignominy being accustomed .to show itself in the 
forcliead, therefore, Ibe sign of the crofs imprinted pn it,, not only 
brings to the mind whatever Christ has^ suffered ion 1.bat cross, and 
(hereby wrought for our salvation, bui it als^o serves to rrecal the 
vows made against sin at our Banjtfenj. Heijce the sign of the 
cross becomes an effectual, although silent monitor, warning us to 
avoid whatsoever may deservedly procure, ?naine, and reminding us 
(at the very moment when required) of our duty* Of this S$. Cyprian 
seems to liave been aware, fur be alleges jt his very ceremony of the* 
crass on the for ehetid, amongst oilier arg;uments M as an exhortation 
to martyrdom in times of heathenish persecution and cnielty,-*- 
'* Arm your foreheads" he writes, "unto all bojdness, that the 
Sign of God may be kept safe;"t and elsewhere, commending 
thiose who fell nut away, during persecution, when tbe (JUurc,h . bad 
teal, " ihn&e foreheads which the Sign pf God' bad pwrified,, £ept 
themselves to be crowned by Him,? abhorring, the tp^ch.ojf tjh$ 
garlands of Satan ft so that this ceremony, (or rat^r Jberenieni- 
Draiice of it.) prevented their A|Kistacy f( * ( ( fnVji^e, inan^er, we jcannot 
doubt but that the same sign of the cross pn OjU^ t^ize4;fore f l)ea,ds 
is a sniluWc and forcible memorial pf the vow raadeat , oar ' paptisin 
to obey Christ, and to suffer willingly aH,reprpa,^ t ^or Hia.sake/ 

eii jiiodiiv/ ^(.na rji'1 in >.'.-.i!0». r:i"-iiiJ> :•• ,n- n\vu"i . •>' '• , •• 
,nonnuoo h »Ui4u;i < 'iu i Hou hm*» **umu1 . n . i,.v.--ti .1 • I'lVsii ■»? 

t IIOi<Sl>'»00 VY- ^ HOljf) :"t(il\\ V,.'.M >V. n'l!. ' l') . ■:'. .■'a -.,'•- < '! 

io a MiGbitiio^efs 9 l (ot^pons6f^) at the Baptism of an 

&lin/*wty i ltot i '4nfareht bet ause I consider it an Utiscfiptnral 

A Mw^butbeccthse T think tf impossible for any one (and 

especially an Infant) to mnswer for himself by proxy * 

fCaaxxx. f Cypr. Epitt 56. ad Thibaritanof. % Cypr.de laps, 
Kk % 



but. tokailicJriftfli) abject €b to this Inst*tUtXDip'x& (hi 
exclusion pftfa Parents frdni> thi* office *>/ J$fft^tayt* 

trpbn flMM'IftJrtJIM^ 

• . : , ■>: . >pti ;r, ij *»;;ui ' /; '; M .c ) »b four.!.; v* To il-jTn/iL) OffJ 
. • .,.<iv/' 'i n i i no Vm« W i ih ti t l\ 4i U{t p ill :>hk iiiuivr.^iijo Jstft 

t ■., * k -*r v u < ; «• . '• •"' I-.'-* nro.d ui!: h'»<-."M tkim^mmJ utjii// lot 

fi. 1l**f&y. what pngumenfa *&) ypit rtifaie* M pvMHnkrt 
^tetianmagimakiha *ppea*anc& tftittfatkkrsfailtyQodMotteJ*™ 
atjtha\Bityti&nefatoInfttiti$ '"ri ■ '■ '--< *• : ii -i/m o.: 'J'* uno yvjilf 

^hi^cerotpariy is of very ancieot hi stitotidn, sharing bech Jtitrbetl 
duced.ao easily tis^birtj-thrtsc years att*c tihe deaiiiio4>tttJ'Johtal4to { 
Apostle.; In reply to- tbe fcibjectien that it is taipossibfe Wwny €«!•■« 
to auwear fur b imself by : prong, >. Uxhay be • tebqerved , 4 haft *stlto j* 
Sponsors dot not promise (adr id deed can anyond promise abewlrit el yf) J < 
that tbe Iti&tifct/akill perform these duties* but rifely thfit it lihaUi : 
be instructed anaYadtdenishod to perform tbeov 'NbcisJifcitrde^? 
that, beamae the. Parents hdjipcu to. be excluded frera the office* 'of ,; 
Godfathers .and Qod mother fr, thai they are thewbyi meee*8^rtly< 
excused from taking » upom then tbe ' reKpious- iuainretto* «jtf thoic ' 
Infants ; ; ;fon the , object- of i tbe OhiiUtian Cbiurcli:byi ftieb <exehi3i0'rir> ; 
was . ta .provide \ddditivwl security iu , a ma tier -of. well i vital* ikpqr^ ' 
taotoe* a>«jd ,i\Dt \\u *xsaae them £r bra that avduoa8'i*fe>aiufc'dtity'ia 
frqm !\tohifcih> ot^tilung caaqex^qipt ibemv fj>ri>she ^ei^* Mtifee]y'vcba*<iJ 
si-farad 1 thai Pariint a • . wcrei > compelled i&p »/Ap> /*«*/ ©)-? Natove t«t! J 
'* train >(^p> their .children .iu< ti>o wny iW^6hbjMd;<g^'V\vlthk¥&*t;/> 
pmmsingil alt their Baptism* aid* therefore^ sbeijtidgediitnece** • 
saty ta>ipiQo<ture> other persons Ho ondertake ki also; or tit addition 
toftbe StoeWtS* -: rnu-.'.J •* : J .i i y..\\\^\* v : --^'-rt ^ V io ,.:* wtvvtc?; 

S(i /uhc.o'jfj Ji»H' i. g *• 'i>i -. \kV>''m\A' •».( \ .\i\ vn Ji;i ! t i.*t '.oif/f 
> ;o"»i !*-.j»:i • ■•iii .'t '••« ■ !•-•;»/ "«.'i/ t *»-w nn'iMihii'-i 'J vitj:l..:bl vjj«*ji"§ 

Om^VEleventhbj, 1 object [Ui the mbrieMpkKk^tnfaim" 
utt CommUnitiantQ t0 knee* af 4herec4imhtfbftphfr8a&^ ) 

iSwwn*^ knttmsApostlrt Oid Ddt 1 kUeeNn^mheemd^i u 
but^ttiu& mh U fastttreVohirttaid^^ 6 

d/ fA^ i^e^l presence in, or Trsl^sutostaiiUiitiba bf iJtt u 
Elements o/Sredd! and Wtne. x '". N \ t " ;, s 

Mll ; -^ ■ t ..,'■ ,....< , M • \ y,,...M i,v ■-, •! ir:^i« ^ i-h-n 
t -^ , ■• . ».-^ v .-.. '••. - v , •",-••« •», ,..; » •'••- !•••.•■»■« 'i{fi7/ 

V; J^Trffi *< ^^ ^^> <w Saviour and His apostle* did* ml ,. 
during Mia qtfmwfatrQlion, ofi th^, last & upper „ an&^doe^sth* 
Church of tjfaglwi in requiring a iifercitf (tkat-.i** aikitetfJmg) 
posture* QQuntgnwce, the Popi&f* wtion qf the rgal prese.nc#in f 
or fraasu^e^^tiat^ V the MUwtfnt* qf &reu4 mi W$#4? j ; » 
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ItsU vttny\ certain, that.vif ear Savioor and His Apostle* did not 
jbi^AMfct ^acaj*ioa* l|40j didjUpt &4j because they must hart 
t a H$\\f$iwfc& *itpw\Wuc&**i ami, therefore that out Dissenting 
Brethren (wj)o|nw4*J*fy'riO' d? qot ^^Mate them any more than 
the Church of England does. But we have great reason to believe 
that our Saviour and His A poet lei did knteten that solemn occasion; 
for when the former blessed the bread and wine, it being an Addrtto 
to4}ti&\ bohh H* a3 *d His Apostles were iir a posture of adwation\ 
andk«Ati»dBrifl^how the receiving it differed from an ordinary meat, 
there can be no reason fur supposing t hat t bey changed that pesturA, 
BettitaA, however,, as it may, a sitting posture might perhaps be 
preferable' if we presented 1 ourselves at the Lord's Table, but to 
make some sfiort, or dumb resent hlanee.vf a spiritual feast; bat 
sueh ran -itidu lent posture ill. becomes us there as receivers- of grace 
at(UlQtban4lSLutf Uod^ hence the Church of England requires all to 
Icnttel'loitdiaplay' '•' iheifi humble awl grateful acknowledgments of 
the, benefits of Cbri&Jb therein given to all worthy receivers, and for 
the. avoiding 4>f aveli profanation and disorder mj the holy Cowroitnioi 
as yuiight otherwise ensue."*. Now kneeling is a posture of piety, 
humility* and conscions nuworthiness^ mid as every commun leant 
diving the rt^eeipt of, the sacred Elements is supposed to be praying 
fo» ipRnden nnd grace' for himself, <h is. relatives, the Church, and all 
ma*i kind* eopios tare torn be to««hat*We' for each a purpose; and, 
ther#fort{ >ktu>etivg id a- posture' so appropriate and so oalled to?, 
that evea^if tt were optiowrble, no* good; man, whose heart was 
elenftled 4o ' Jeeus ' Christ, would . choose; any Other. J a requiri ng, 
therefore; tsVis humble posture, tlieChuccb of England dues not in 
th*> slightest degree "couJUf nance the Popish notiou of the real 
presence in, or Transubstantiation of, the Elements of Bread and 
Wine," for that would be Idolatry; but it cannot possibly be 
greater Idolatry to kneel before the Altar with the Consecrated bread 
un5»ttd^t^Wlv^4ciite)*eTore'A prfpitwrlb Ijie'ftflbkmpM ft; now 
the^^ftH'fc'.VaM^itglaitd **» -ftllty a!njAu*6^i Realty declared that 
w%flfJure^Y<*fW a^id uqt tituJBrtad ami fftner")**^"* she says, 
"the same kneeing should by any persons, either. out of ignorance 
ana iyfiT™*ty % or -out of malice a,ud opttinacy, he misconstrued and 
depxavedf, it is hereby declared, that thereby no adoration is 
intended, or ought to be dune, cither unto the Sacramental Bread 
or Wine there bodily received, or unto any corporal presence of 
Christ's natural Flesh and Blood. For the Sacrn mental Bread and 
Wine remain still in their very natural substances, and, therefore, 
«I0* **-# 9tWtobdi for fttht Were Idolatry, to be abhorred of all 
feitfcYiri'ChrHHfttus; and the 1 natural Body and Brood of our Saviour 
Christ 1 ate in Heaven and not here; it being against the truth of 
Christ's natural Body to be at oire time in more places than one."* 
In fact, M kneeling be tfto only nrgtiuient hi proof of Idolatry, the 

See Note fe "C«ttmmfci<m Service." 



Lutheran* and other Protcsthut Communions, as well as the 
Wesleyan Methodists iii our own country, (who practise tlie same 
posture) are 'likewise guilty of Idolatry, and equally imitators of 
the Church of Rome ; hnt is it so certain that this practice was 
borrowed from the Church of Romp — hi other words, thnt It was 
introduced by, and originated fn Papery*? We have sufficient eVi- 
detice to convince ns tlurt the Fathers of the Primitive Christian 
Church did either kneel, nr else stand reverfrhtfij, on this occasion, 
for many centuries prior to the corruption of the Church by Papal 
innovations ; there was never one of them that 'ml during its cele- 
bration: indeed so far from being a Popish custom, It is rather 
the contrary; for the Pope of Rome invariably sits when receiving 
the Sacrament, which posture, as be practises it .because it is 
bis opinion that he is the Successor of St* Peter, and Chrisfs 
Vicegerent* which prompts him to use such familiarity with his 
Lord ,so 1 1 e d eri v e d i l fro m I h e Arian Here tics „ wl i o frst i n t ro d nc e d 
it; because they stubbornly denied the Divinity of our blessed 
Saviour, and thought it no robbery to he equal with Him, and to 
Sit down with Him at His table; for which reason only, the 
primitive posture of kneeling was banished the Soeinian Reformed 
l/hurch in Poland by a general Synod in the year loS3. 

Vbriii'r'l^noiow'i d- Wo ih i boiiiiittaih qh'iipn q V'iov 2Bii bm^uS 

.v»>Io/b k» is.fKiaoinWion LuLfi ^iMhlliOl - >Jii->bft ,o/ol 'io e^bafq * e* 

h^i-il bun ylibim done m «j\nn,miiJiiu-j ^limo bnn oidfioovoni V> 

i$fijs flu^st^q, j$iG,ne*)fj tio&ejpf^»hiefcbWCrfflByj|jifa|paifcrai ^w*thv 
t»? iWwM^fcto) ^IhaAid Villus Areiiufib sttljs tnin^fil(Hiti<r«*f' 
M8JFgfflftrik# mft^hftiftjliwditoilwtjclifipuledbfiBi ft^ibii$iban*ip**>i 
^jrf^JIfflWgb^ij-ffW i** *w«.iAa* ifoer^j^atfeadiafceniid'TOfeirff 
m^iijqngflj^^ s^f,bin&4a^uld bo iMhe G^slrancGiui^i^iprtJ 
their silence upon this subject (as has been tfi^ald^^taafkr^idwwj 
not prove such things to be either unlawful, or "foolish and super? 
stitious ;" it does not even provcTtEem to be inconvenient. For with 
i^alW^ted%^8^n3'Cboi«*?4 itri^AidM|d^Mf^ns1Pln^^ftv 

tf ,tye«h (^^^^e^^^^ttwo^,)*^* 116 6b»rctB«fvfiY»g>0id 



considering them as calculated to excite ole^vMWfc^^^^a^d 
pf a bugle, at the approach.of an enemy, inspires a glow, and, an 
eagerness of animation in an whole army, so in like manner, the 

* See Quest §2. 
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associations which the sounds of Churcft Bejl^ear^f a^jjigi.witli 
them, do in etfect prince much of ilia 4v%!fK^ W»f*4te*fe 
devotion: itheiiig impossible for auy unt;,,^,^^^^ 
heart or even in his irongnwitluD, to hearts ^M«>*^»*iiW 
Worship, without feeling a sort of m^^.pj^p^t^r^i^^iU 
instantly render him serious, Nur can fa\ 1 ^ fat&<WiAgftilUa* 
he considered "foolish and siiperathiousj^f, tfr e ot^(^ «)^i«S 
has Vea always more or less considered a^igjpus^n^^ 
on which accouut theory Heathen them^^^tfeiJi^^b^.V^ 
and the Hebrews called it "Conjugal ^mMVm^tititomima 
read hat the Ancients used a Hm# oti.^^^^^^, 
they, termed an « Annuhis prouubas," or, aftMw Rtf^Mb&ft 
also the Jews, and the Primitive CJiristW l: ,>d^4 n ^ 4 «ll to . 
expressly alludes tq the use of a ^^irnngefi^g^ijn^gjtl^,KriimtB(d 
Christians in these words, " Aurum nulla iffifftfi. Pfla&eft UB^^jgitoy 
queni spousus oppigaorabat pronubj s^lfl^h^.i CJe*f«i" 
Alexandras, and other Fathers of the ftm&^kvrfariitotm 
us that it was used to testify mutual love^ofi^^^^r^^i^^ 
conjunction m heart and mind.§ It woulfl ^d^ ibei ff^foojiabbaa'd 
superstitious" in the Church of Englan^c- t^s^Ru^fa^ 
lh^ Church (as the Church of Rome rennirgs} j B frMm.titvMtm) 
and sprinkle it in the form of a cross, &c; but the Church of 
England has very pr operly di s c a rded all o uch fooleries, merely 




as a pledge of love, fidelity, friendship, and fionfidence,|| as a token 
of irrevocable and endless continuance in such fidelity and friend- 

of govdrbmg>^te,fei^^^(i^^tii%»shw wi^^nllyrftUd 1 ^^ 
uttto£ raiiiflfii»aiiage/jnlB9fr^ 

i£W©tt Jflha^hitt tdc*k dflFiibisTRitolft6nl«Mis totf **& mWilrW 
Jtoepfafaifcandift^ iandI>aiii^ifw»*^bMfWtfd ! 4a^ih^ ' ttt&ft$aW 
*ftrt»wetmadeflafe'jfaaDrj*ge>!6Jf totUtaneJr a*li WR&tten'/jtfnrfrbblW 
ttwa^tawiiiSbrliifgitibe) etffigaitiod ItbiudbsegMM thfe^ rWioM^aritf 
j^itU)r^ v Uipe^^aitbfallyiJ )J -i :i cjjj) taojdjjg aid* uoqu fox-siri -u nil 
^loqifs biifi daifoo'l*' i u t hrb/Jiluu TjdJiij oJ oj s^iiidl thus oviaq )«.-o 
rijiw lol .JiiDuiyvnuOiii od oi ra'jiiJ ovo*iq no /o kui eoub Ji rt ;sn :ij"i c 

QB^fia-tffi XmeaUitthm particulars $^c6foeit6i>fkw4umMw 



* * eft "'- A P o1 ' cftp/ft § Isidor. de Ecclea. 



dlrrVllplfi '."U Jfi, 



Offic. lib. ii. c. 19, 

f See Gep, jj^fii. 18. ** Gen. xli. 42. 
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Q. 94.-»/# the Omvh ef Mnglmtdi^tHtp tkorgmfamHk fet 
favourable mincUwrfion to the Qhwvlk of lUmtin hempbtorwrne 
of Rites and Ceremonies I . »> . ,« M « ?«• i-if,. 

As in curing skttfalty it u nee*8s.riry;*a awertaift.iBet ftnljftti* 
part affected, but ialto> the, tteaaure *>*> proportion? 4 f nttoed? to 
remove it, (whioa evarjy one i» ao* ;ti9i»pate»*t< to/rfbttide^oSti'la 
separating frtw* the Ctrorah af ftaoie, it «us 4te6essary *wM»lyt« 
know in what resjtoeta that* Cbitech was cof rapted* butt Hi:** toteafu 
haw far we might safely proceed ia . retnormg. tkiase. cocoa ptiun*. 
For let it be remembered; that it is Dot always {K>se«U£ .to* cure oue 
contrary by the other contrary, i>ocau&e vices, bare sot -onlyiruitftea, 
but other vice* also? ia natnra* , opposite or ctootraay to td$m*nsBi 
an* vice may be in some respects ihore/oppositev «e- ©a*«sai[|&# 
another, than either of them te thai virtue* whio a holdaftbe^adBiin 
between both ; thus liberality and' eovetoitatifies, (the o*e> a> wtue, 
and the other a vice,) are not so coattnary a»»tbe vioeso^cotetsas- 
tlaas aaHiproidiga'litv; aod ReHgietf dud 8o^rafcttion y >(atohbJ«gib the 
one . be light and (the other darkness*)- are'more^iMrijraUiatbtfaaa 
SoperhtHion and Pi\*fa^ejte»8 r irbfehanee^raojer»f coal toy] !yi»rteJ; 
therefore,, it Wout^fceHmpreperUoMteiwpt anjr refdrmvafi«D^ttaHa*- 
seas, or^ypeustitimt, bjdFt»nlrw% to- lindane tfaiMiH>iftr&i3Baviji*> 
Sruftigatity add Fcafanenessi because we toast nto simply mawr* 
good toy diet b iice from- erii j ' Bertce by 'anparttyoof raasbahtgiib 
may infer, that it id djngeraos in any Reformation 'of utheaGiiJitcb 
to seek that only which we find contrary to tpriesaoltfeFiJs parad, 
therefore, as not using at all is the mbst rawtrarVv or 1 opjwsifcey<*0 
using ill, a* abusing, we ought *«>t4o romadytbe ewpe#itstieaafab«se 
of profitable Rites attd Ceresioaies by thirtr entire abdteidat bat 
rather ta endeavour to restore those Riteean^iOerentonievartaalr 
rbrntar perfect and religions aee, "which i#"by«fa*'4lbjs f iobtidcriatii 
more efficacious mode of recovery. No# aHhoughi«r«ify 'many i^opish 
Ceremonies were rejected' at the Reformation by «he'Cha*oh"of 
Sngland, (because considered inconsistent with t^e skn|^idityof 
Christian Worship, and calculated to perpetuate 1 •hfttsup^rsfitton 
to which they owed their origin,) feto*her mw4tpH&*4tofrwl 4 &w 
Ceremonies which hat! been ab*rsed by Papist*/' Wcajal^tfcsyll^e* 
not forbidden in Scripture:, and the aocwuP rtnfd *iu*ergaA prkctica 
of the Primitive Church Sanctioned them ; for 4tll things itotflffeWnt 
(tijal is, neither commanded nor forbidden ■» fit ! tne Wdrtf ofCtoty 
may be lawfivfly receive by the Christina '(Hwfcb^'ftnd^baie 
Ceremonies *hus J ret&nSd 'bythe^Clfcirfch of Eiigtond bai&g'kiwAi*, 
were things indifferent, because 'the fact of tfteir being abatied'ty 
the Church of' : ft»mttt is lio Reason why they sftoirtd be aholisted 
altogether,^ etfchairged fb¥ dthers-; * like* as t*^nia>''tfid'i>et 
destroy the ld<yis andTemples Wbi^h Solomon 'had purjwysely framed 
for the worship of foreign Gods, because he perceived that being 

ip « h * ujj p t ■ ' ■ '■ ' M. .... . !","..' .. ■ '' _ » ■ ■ T ' " . ? ! jy'J - "! ' -J ?g?** i > Mi "*^ 

• Sm QUMt. 69. 



ttksry ta^flfecfc any %rittcAie$'«s4tbey vba<* for meWy sffectedy WD¥<dtfea 
the fact of their having been, and still being observed *byfthe€ti*rfch 
«f Rpme,)?end*»fthet* Geremetnfew lea* indtfferetvt? aadj "therefore, 
l^^laM^P,i#oi»itheChTJrch^fEBgkiid njtoW^i thdm toot item' the 
Ghtttch.oMldtneJ becdaq* thef were the Rites atod terete outer of 
♦Jk^lOhiiroh trf €htrstiti fthexeafliest agea^ of whfefe^bprenv the 
Cfcsrofaf af^wglaudberng a-fwrnJHrtie hadifoheTOtf^maiintwert ia 
ihetrtjiwhictrottr) Bathers beftre w in the 4 PritriinWie ©htrreh ha*, 
tiMm^hom^tiey 'have 'descended ante her; rso ; thai' > the i€*ni^hblf 
JfeigHtnd idoes» net/ reUdn 4bem because :the Church i#f Rome 1 tiros 
ahem* (Gbd Jfqvlnd^ ■ L sneak treperejitiyi) * bat beosuao -it/would hlroe 
tteea m*990 swnptytoM Wvaiabotished'themr' or. i to Haw exchanged 
tfcdttfocdtbers. < « Indfecd, »eremr ft we enppeae the Chtarch of Jfogland 
£» have; received tbemi Iboni'iYhe Church :etf ittomey and frond no wther 
€ftM)rvh*osftilf as 4bd Gbnreb? ni • Home', • before; hor/corni]btioii8 j Ivan 
a'dforchf ti£God v . and as ^the Cbareh sH England, baslbeepi fnroved* 
aoibalr^toeceiTedfromi tire. (fbiircbi of ftdme nothing friilii what the 
CHunrob-idt Eome is* confessedly dtftoowfedgodto hasre. receded front 
4hej iFruaft&vei iGhareh*; Our - forefathers - < in; , Gaifob, /therefore* t Isb 
*rgujaeiit ;is strictly 4b*baame, »ndnwe iarriveiby Hoat 4he same 
TOtnilniioiin . namely, ! thai 4fc ian oofc i unlawful/: I oH ithe X&tnjpdh • df 
fiagtand^to.* iee.anyqiadi^rettt- Cferen»<>aieflnwbiflii:/thebOhtrbb^ 
A«mfe>haSii^ed(anA;BjpproVie»iO)f, •uidoaait'CBia beiprjwferi,~(>whiob:it 
4>ctKr eau'bev) that it is ttalawftd.fto leaVe eFe<ri so miucb as the 
aianse*. wfach thje Chuceb of Rome .giyeatoimweeut things^ however 
Jaa€tole88iM;tWf*seiY)08yand^f wevear atf apcieotQpntiuuaaee,, Ivfthoni 
Bujr otheflicrfrpfrto. Ghatrgfe them with^tfaan ihntUhty hAifejfcectQfeo 
iiaioriattateua&vtrOjl^ 

Ctarah ^Engtandjooghiftei'feject'iawery indiffieiteat lrbing<|thafcisbc 
baa rfeoeiFedvfvKi} Jjie Church of/Rom^,: wheit, ought .abofto {tain 
the, ewe: J>f jftbe^ac^tfnieii^^re^/i^r/efldifiai p*n*crih*d. anntte 
tWordx^i^d ^s? aiitttall y esseatfaJ : jtct th* celebralmo^f ) t^J^d* 
iSapper, (j bi*t)tlt^ jfefcitfjif ityeajd lis; primps :a,U»iqgim^^r^^; ibitt 
4be ghwcfe$f>RQ&e4isea»Jtwm«* ? fr$ad, 4hfcr*&j>e. vthfe Qbut^vaf 
<Kpgla*A pag^to^se &<&&&& Bread;; but 'tW (Rr^okGluifl^ w^¥* 
{as aba det^.t^PrDQ^^ofrth^.lioly.UboM,)- 'wirnQtetorMiotf 
tf>a#lfte€buffefetof!&eme« e*efl lewwnefLfttea^ • Because, itjtevefvta, 
<tfce;ChmH>h *f Rome? obspryas these (^ew*4e3* tenant a sufficient 
fiea^oa why tbe.Chutcb of.Jtogland, 9ft soy, other Gbtfroh* amy/ not 
also observe them, •excepftjflg- * where they can bo proved to be 
anla«ful. indeed, it is certaia t)iat t,b^ lUereaionreaoi tbe J<wi#k 
jtbjarph fPiay .be, ^awfully retained ia tbeXlu3»tn>n, Cbmeb,>and, 
therefore, w,e find that, the firatt «fooi;tecf) .Bisbopa of the Dioeesan 
Cbarch of Jerusalem were -circumcised, that ia* until some time 
after the overjthrAW of J^r**»aiem< ip. the reiga of, the /Ewperor 

Li" 
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Adrian; and if thii VerV lattful 1 Mk l cftfd&cfe *£/>* ffi&itrttr a 
Rite necessarily to cease, how much more is it lawful to retain 
Ceremonies which were not necessarily to be abolished, although 
practised by the Chnrdh of Rome~~ia fact* the question U nut so 
mrich as to the kind, as to the number of Ceremonies hi which w« 
follow the Church of Rome, because the Presbyterians aitd our 
Dissenting Brethren have also followed the Church of Rome; 
unless that imitation can be proved to be an ornament to them, 
but a blemish to the Church of England. We may, ttiHrefbre, 
conclude that our Dissenting Brethren are wrong in supposing that 
we cannot separate too far from* the Chtiroh of Rome; and tu 
measuring Religion (as in fact they da) by dislike of that Church; 
because if not, the Arians of the Church of Poland were, .fully 
justified in rejecting the Doctrine of the' Infinity in Uwttp'^'for 
they acted under a persuasion that the cauker< of corruption Had 
extended into the very bones and marrow of the Cb*rab .of, Jlome, 
and that site held not a sound belief even concerning Qtf& Himself; 
and that the very belief of the Trinity was a part of aati^christtan 
corruption", it beiufc brought to pass, by the wonderful Providence 
of God, tbat tho Bishop of the See of Rome should be famous 
lor his triple crown. We may, therefore, concluda that, the 
Church of England is unjustly chargeable with too favourable 
an inclination to the Church of Home, merely because she retains 
whatever of good order or solemnity was found in that Charch** 

. . — — : ■ ■ ■ ■' ' ■ ' ! ■ ■■! In i m-ii n 

• I have taken the liberty to subjoin the following extract from Dean Swift's " Tale of a Tub." 
It may be necessary to inform the reader who has hot permed the Tale, that its facetious Author, 
by Peter, Martin, and John, tetended- Popery, tht Chuficnof&ngtond, and thteitfsMnferv; 
that by the coats given to them by their Father, he means the doctriuea and discipline of 
Christianity ; the Will of their Father alluded to, is the New Testament In the course of 
the Story the Dean makes it appear, That theBldest (Peter) had made very considerable 
Additions to his own coat, and those of hi* two brothers, rit shortdeKkaotet gold lace, 
silver fringe, ribbands, silver-tagged point*, and embroidery, by whiah he refer* to the 
pageantry, pompous vestments, at** other unnecessary ceremonies and ornaments of the 
Romistk Church* and that after asmimfiufc a primogenitor*! - pre-eminence over hit two 
brothers, and in consequence arrogated To himself mauyAtaapiieaaoua and 4»pip*ia t*V**# 
a rupture took place betweeu them, since Martin and Jack were no longer atye to su>mj[t to 
and* endure the rough usage and tyrannical treatment which they received from bim, 4 which 
rupture implies the Reformation. Tho Tide proceed* with relating how these two brothers 
having separated from Peter, in consequence of an examination of their iFath*fr?a$^l, w^ich 

. vehemently decried the gaudy trappings on their coats, resolved to reform, their vestures 
Into the primitive ttate prescribed by it; that Martin highly acquitted himself in the per. 
formance of this task, which ho executed with laudable moderation ; that he did nothing, 
however trifling, without previous consultation of, and sanction from his Father's will, to 
the true meaning of which he closely and scrupulous! y adhered, stripping off every decoration 
forbidden therein bat retaining those simple and decent ornament*, which served either for 
the purpose of neatness, or to hide or strengthen any flaw; im th*> body of the coat occasioned 
by the eontinual tampering of the workmen upon it, or which could not.be pftUed off without 
damaging the substance of the doth ; and we are informed that* as he proceeded with tho 
work of Reformation, (which his toother Jack made a • work of jfefAmcttpn,) he. carefully 
picked up the stitehea with much caution, and ttilig^atiy gle*a*d <mt*JU«* loose threads, at 
he went on, whieh -proved to be a work of time, ,B«t wo are told, and to this it is that I par, 
tlcularty request the reader's attend**, a|bear1ag(upoathe argument of the present chapter, 
that "his brother Jack entered upon the natter with other thoaghts and quite a diflereut'tpirifc 

• For the memory of Lord Peter's injuries produced a degree of fr il wfaad *pHe, which had a 
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Becaqse if bus been proved that the Church of England has : a' lawful right 
to <|ecre'e tbe ooservrince'of all Rites and Ceremonies, which are plain and 
u'riexcept!6nkbfe inttieir'trntiire, and mgnifieaUve ofitbe cnd-for whiph they were 
atfoptedj • (although the Ghjinch of Jfome, or Any r oiher Church, may observe 
the se|vi£ G^reoKV)ifi3j tbjere/ore, it is .the fluty of every one to comply with 
those #ites and Ceremonies. " ' ' ' l 



much greater share of inciting him, than any regard for his Father's commands, since 

these- appeared at best. only secondary and subaprvieut to tbe other. However for this 

i madle* of hnmouf, he made a shift to find a very plausible name, honouring it with the title 

•f * Zco^'-i-Brimful, therefore, of this miraculous Compound, reflecting with indignation 

upon Peter's tyrariny, and farther \pr ftToke * by tha despondency of Martin, prefaced his 

« veaoiutftonsto this purposes-* What,' said he, J a rogue, that looked up his drink, turned 

) . afway 0m, \v^vee, cheated, ^ of our fortunes, palmed his crusts upon us for mutton, and at 

: , last kicked us out of doors, must we be in his fashions ?' Having thus kindled arid inflamed 

* nimself as Wgh as possible, anttby (ttriseqiunwd in a oMfcatrtviaper far beginning a 8pfenna- 
'«tt*u/heiaet abnat! the werfc immediacy* and in three minutes made more despatch than 

'^ar^^add^Dsiflaamanv jiours......Thu9 it happened, that stripping 1 down a parcel of 

gold lace a little lop hastily, he rent the main body of Ms Coat from- top to bottom ; and 

11 ^lereak tiis talent was ririf of tin* happiest in taking up a stitch, be knew> no. better way than 

^'»OHtorft'itT*aSikitVnthpack^re^a«d» a skewer. But the matter was yet infinitely worse, 

' r^FWd j^jwifh tears,) when}* proceeded to the embroidery; Tor being* clumsy by nature 1 , 

( and of temper impatient; witnftl, behokifng irilNhms of qtitrhWthati'e^uir'ed the nicest hand 

"and setfAtrafcdhirtftatton to e*tHrate, in a great rage/He took off tiie> whole phjpe, cloth and 

w aU k nndila)g foirtto fne kennel, and furiously thus continuing his career j • Afi t good brother 

^jj^JarjUuji.^sftidhe.'do as I do, for the love of God; atrip, "tear;* pull, renti, flayoffalf, that 

w 4 appear as unlike the rogue Peter, as ; U' Is possible^ *i*nJnu9d aot for an himdrpj pounds 

carry tne hW niarft abontf ma, that might give occasion, to. the neighboura of suspectiag I 

~"was Tehited to »u»«h a rascal/ But Martin, who at this time happened to be extremely 

JmlegmatiC'and sedate, begged his brother ot all lore not to damage his coat by any means 

" Ah* ntfttever wmiM get smli another ; desired him to consider that it was not their business 

' to forutf tWir actions ay any reflection upon Peter, but ty observing the rules prescribed in 

'" tflttr Prfttter^ *vill That lie should remember, Peter was still their brother, whatever faults 

or injuries he had committed ; and therefore they should by all means avoid auch a. thought 

* as that of taking measures for good and evil, from no other ruje than that of opposition to 
hha. .That ft- waft *r«a, the testament of their good Father was ver,y exact in whatKeJated 
to the wearWgbf' their costs; yet was it no less. ,penal and strict in prescribing agreement 
and friendship, and affection between them, and, therefore, if strajnyig a point were at all 
dispensable, it would certainly be so, .rather to the advance of pjUnity, than increase ot 

* ,4 C©tfl*Mirtlohv''...vv.in short, .Martin's patience put Jack in a rage; but that which ojost 
t mfiftctMhitO wTasjto observe Iris brother's coat so well.redured iiito the state of innocence 

White his *w*i was either wholly rent to his sh irt, or tboee places which had escaped fasMruei 

"""''clti tones',' 'were ***tt in. Pater's IWeryj He would have been extreme! v ft lad, to see hi* coat in 

' ttetJoWf^W*/ Jl)»^*tyaa4to^^ thetaizejiieiiwment 

*^' iMfft'Nh; • However* since aoithar of these was Ukely jUM'oroe to pass, be thought fit to J««nd 

% v ' W'wmile'Mftfttesw anther tarp y and to. dreas up necessity into a virtue. Therefore., after 

V'WnSatiy'drtife'Fox'sargiimanMaa.iae c*ftfdwM**er,upb for bringing Martin to reason as 

' he called K ! of as he meant hv uatahia owa raggedy boU.tai|e4 coqdiUoiv, . and tobs^rvAng ha 

1 ' saVd all to little patpnae \ what, alas S .was left for the forlorn Jack to do, but after a million 

of scurrilities agatast hi* brother, to ran mad with spken, and spite, and contradiction. To 

be short, here began a mortal breach; bet ween these two i Jack went iramedialely to new 

lodgings', and in aWw^days/* &c (See Swift's M Tale of aTnb," Section vi.)— I have inserted 

this extract merely bec4n4e I eonsiderad it not wholly irrelevant to the subject discussed in 

the preceding Chapter-, ant not, however, with toe remotest in entlon of drawing any 

comparison between our Dissenting Brethren of the present day, (to whom I give full credit 

for corisa'entiou* motives in their opposition to Church Rite* and Vtrtntonift) anfl th# 

|l^arai*KdeaeHbadby»WJ^ri» 'V^^ 
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CHURCH op ENGLAND- 

.rf, ,o enhiooCI o,h .. ..lull "m ,.1-hT ^ ^,^ o. 1 

, I, .11, II J ll. ii^ [,,,.,,-,<' Jl J*nii;"lJ ll'^T" 8ltOll03(dO 9lU bill. 

««t>ltiiddCk«A«ie JDbaWtt ■a^feSif, as aAy l Chngtian|Chiir ( * i ,jp |h ej jwrf*" 

Oju.-r"F(/Iftto» I dissent from the Church of England, 
became I believe that she inculcates Poetries which are 
not Scriptural. For, first, as 

A Unitarian, 
J cannot subscribe to the Doctrine of the Trinity iti Unity, 
because I befieve that there is but one Person in the 
Godhead, viz. the Father; I am firmly persuaded that 
the Scriptures represent Jjsus Christ as minere inatt, 




authority in Scripture for the Deity awt/ Personality of 
the Holy Spirit. 1 moreover contend (in contradiction 
to the Church of England) that the nature of Adam was 
not corrupted by the Fall ? and, therefore^ that there is 
no degree of moral incapacity in the present race of men. 
I can see no warrant in the Scriptures for supposing 
that the Holy Spirit exercises any influence upon the 
human mind. I cannot admit that an Atonement has 
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been made for the sine cf men in the death of Christ. / 
believe that the Soul does not take its flight for happiness 
or misery (as the CkuJtcH top England supposes) imme- 
diately after it has left the body, but that it sleeps until 
the day of Judgment Finally, I am persuaded that 
thei<8mnM6fH4WMre<ikt*t ifteTnil/ { ln ] all these notions 
I am opposed to the Church of England, because she is 
opposed to the Scriptures jand to human reason" 



/ / vl v> /I ''i 



) 



Q. 75.— How do you defend the Doctrine of the Trinity in 
Unity as professed in the Church of England f 

The Doctrine of the- Trinity in Unity is the Doctrine of the 
Gospel, as it was strictly speaking of the Jewish Church also ; 
and the objections urged against it proceed entirely upon false 
r^njfplesr. jjgUpshaU »/£e« »shi>wu tfoaf the Scriptures of the Old 
uand New Testaments are copious and conclusive upon the subject, 
wbfch^I Will endeavour to prove by citing those passages in 
wKfcnV &$t, Jesus Christ is represented as God, that is, of the 
same divine nature with the Father that sent Him; secondly, 
in which the Holy Ghost is. represented as God, incomprehensibly 
united with the Father and Son; and thirdly, in which the 
Persons of God are declared to be three in number, distinguished 




Triune God, not one and three in fthe same sense, but one in 

nature, and three ip person. I will prove thciv first, that Jesus 

$hfi(k i¥fttyfe^tea'Wtb> Old and New Testaments as God, that 

aft} eft thfc'&mJe flivWWatuVe with the Father that sent Him; and 

ifi^tofilBU^ItSSId^m^bstfrVethat cur Suciniau friends are mistaken 

,JiteAefel1tifirBi p«rsbtt&ion> tft&l < Mirist had no existence previously 

^sS^^Bicftf^rfftherV^tlg^'Mj ry; 1 ' because He saya of Himself, 

£ s Qef^Abrzhim «rfls,.lAaito > M * and St, Join declares thai " Ho 

^a^e^r^-^^s/Vt moreover, it is recorded of Him, that " Ho 

^ffVtFifi^i^^^^^ eaHessBeteeameTwor^f and, therefore, He 

fSWliflft^OT^ 11 ^ ch ^4/iMr^ He vn^^poor ; but as He was born poor, 

*and m«a^s^bJe f ^no^ cos^ied pow^during His stay on earth, 

^nsequent^, ^.c,mus{ v Juvve,WsteUj!»*ewow^/jy to His Birth by the 

^VrVBji 'Mary ; and, therefore, John the Baptist, expressly declares 

tir^Him, faithough our 8avipur was bo^w after John,) "He that 

fcem^lbV^r/<te? 'me i, was oefore me:"§ in fact, it is evident that He 

e&sttofrtiten' prior to the creation of the world, because "all. things 

. wgrtittHttg'^ Him, and without Him was not any thing made that 

• John Tiii. sa f John iii. 21. J 2 Cor. viii. 9. \ Jdhn L Ifc 



was wide;"* ancl He Hfaseif toys, ^nafdrWjr hd ^HfcH^fjfehr 
which 1 ha4 with Thee before the to6ttii*6e$»ii:'+ ] Tfra 1 fire- 
existence was as God, as shall b<*, made* to appear t¥oW itaMa-otas 
passages ^oth.of the Old and New Testaments; The fdTmer, *beakins£ 



of Him as a Person of the Godhead, ^/&reH&IncafBBti6ri;iarid 
the latter being tW.H^tory of film r after His Incarnate, : Wftei 
He appeared as '\t!he first-born, of taany brethr€n ! / , {*^Behtftl ii 
Virgin sliatl conceive,** writes the Prophet Isaiah, '^anrfbeWa^bn, 
and shall.calf His name tjfimahuel*§ which (as St. Matthew tfffirtoa) 
" beingj interpreted, is God with tt*;"|] the, sitae Prdphef Wcfl&rW, 
that "unto us a Childly born, iinfo lis' a Son fs'gfvetf, aWlh'e 
Government shall be upon His shoulders: and His- name £haft ] b$ 
called Wou^fuT/ CouiiselW,' the Jlft&htp Otaf.*!' The ProjVhi* 
Jeremiah affirms, '*« This 18 the name whereby be shfeltf ^faflHfl 
tfie Lord, (or according to the Hebrew; Jehotidh} ou£&ghte>ifl£ 
ness:*** and live Prophet Z&jhariah calTs t)tit* Saviour kWb l J0M § 
(Heb.Jehqyah,^ .who was to be ^ierded^ t4 \H%hk^f»y, ttHWftM 
jLord, (Jelipvah} they shall Took on toe whom tK&fh*veffiti#bl*W 
..for it is evident that "He meant our SaVi6i^Je^nis'Chfist;Hv1id'Wifi 



.»pou,the cross, or elsq St. John wdultf ubf 'haVe Wedfaf rftSbbTd^W 1 * 
jqoijsider tliU; proiihecy as fulfilled in 'bnV &vraW, Hb H^WnT^ 




7> 

my . . .. ,. , ti r _ 

words <;f Bis vwii Apostles and disciples 1 , hif whfah rtor , ho& I &NJi)l 
ex ami lie them in the order v in w^ieh \ftey arc 1 : set '* tioVn ' Iri ' '(tifr 
Authorized Version. M.. Matthew, wffose Gbs|»eT'is rta^etf^rtft', 
iuforny* us, that He was '"called Etnriidtfu'el, which being intetyrfetfci 
is, God with us;"§§ that immediately after'His 1 fhfca¥httttoi?, 
the Wise Men of the East "fell down' zMttdmipped' titttA'Y 



tempt the ^o^'ttg ^tf} ?w ?^^^^ 

Apo& ' " J 

case < 

Mm 

jcftme 

JB.vai^geUs^, , - r - r --, r — v - ri — . r ~ 

termed) jprtf|f?// to,Him, saying*'" ^rrf/Verp'trion'teiWll^Bel^R^ 
-$t.iLnke, whose 0ysper ; |s placedaffer that writteirby StJ'MafrS; 
.records of \he AngerGabriel that he debVared %o Ze^hariali fesl)eMPr% 




John the baptist, that "raahy of tlife Cfrildren of Israel tfhfflf 
(i.e. John) turn io the Lvrdikmr God, audi he (vve..John,) n &JbaJl 

go befdre^ Him;"l^ that is, before the Lord their Go&i even 

• ,° , ,,' T ^— — , '- ,; : -''- ' > -■ * : '-i T? a .r. ]**q i 
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that 13; fffid M> '<?l>flie tytfr &W»*rr?' $e 
&e. tan^, ^j^gelist, as>iir;es us. thf*t;"of "f tie Knifed 
U^re sJjaU.bett®,«ttu/;''t lhat Jpliu jhe Baptist wiis called " the 
|*j?$ph,et of i,he flighest, (because he) went before, the face of the 
£#r</,(i,,e, Jesus Christy) to prepare His. way before Him ;"§ 
#\}$ EvafigciUt ajso (like St&; Matthew aud JflarJ^ expressly declares 
tyajfe ,H^. Apistlea prqyed to JjHm, saying,, " Lord, iucroase our 
fcUfc*"il Mtt(^% Si- «Mw t (who haswrifieri more fully upon this 
subject tl>au any of the three preceding Evangelists,) affirms that 
2f-ib4 /Tor^was Coflf^'lf tliat (although conscious that "He that 
pptfaall tbinga? as, Co^,'' yet) "all, things jvere made by tho 
ffcor4f\'** (batt'ChrisI Him^ " qaHeth His iytm Sheep," f+ aiiA 
gajg.jQ,, Pater, "feed my Sheep,',' fcj calling Himself also "the 
fi$^fl r $T§§. °f |rt\e .l&^ep,,^ that 

^i^Lord^^e i*.Gop\ we are 0ia people, atu} tlu» SAeep of His 
ppfti^rj0^"[|| t .ia^(i that. " th$ Lord (Hebrew, Jjeh6yal|) l is pur 
^epfy^r4x^%^^* wbeu "Philip said unto Him, Lord, shew. 

J Hjj*Q, Father." ,St, J^hu has, .recorded our Saviour's reply to have 
ee/for.Vjbaat tbpp m%.*een we, Philip?, he that hath seen me, hatft 
ffleiktfa>Fltfher, H foe /.am in {he Father, and the Father in Me ;"M 
^frpa^ejlvvangeljst haMufornjed us, that when St. Thomas recog- 
^j'/je^t^e person, ftf Qur^ayiour, t wbp bade him "npt be faithless, 
Jra^efywgj'M^t h.e answered and said, "*»# I/tfrtf and wy 
Qq4^^ &u<jL tbat^Stf Peter admitted ijis divine omniscience, 
^ittf M *;JWr&,,tlp,)ju knowest, tf// thing?."®) In the Acts of the 
jftttQst^ep, it is recordep of Stephen, tha^ a,t the point, of death he 
KM$A*> "Lord* Jesus, receive my Spirit ;" (4) and that St. Paul 
e#jpine4> fchp Presbyters (or Elders) of fcpoesiis, id "feed thejChurch 
laf (?pfk which ,fit(~(ffad, i. e. Christ} had purchased with jfiffq own 
£foafk" ( ?> I W^ll, i>ow: turn to the ,Aj>ostjoHcal Epistles^ satisfied 
(fvs evexy reasonable Christian must be) that "Christ andlfcfis 
JFflttyjn yar# qn*'i (fyw) Being,® and that it, is our duty io "liono'ur 
4fa ■$?*•■>? W <W. Oj i at is, a# ?»«<?/* as) we .honour the Fdthet,"&) 
because, ;ihe former" made Himself etfwaJ with God"® In St, 
jft^J^iPpistl^.tQ t}}e Romans,, we read, "of whom, as concerning 
WB flesh,, Christ came> wjjo is oyer all, ^t^ blessed for ever." <*> 
Io the first. Epistle pf .the sawe Apostle to the Co rinthiaas, ttye 
^prip^itive .Christians are recori]e4 by prayer to. have "called upefn 
the name of Jesus Christ ouv Lord ;< 10 ) it is 'a^so affirmed in ' the 
s^m^Epjstle, thai " t^ second Mah j[i. e„', Christ) is the !Lord 
footQ,iff**vieq;l} 1 ) and in* the, second Epistle, that " God was in. 

*'lfatt<«.5;^xLie> ' +'I**k*i.d3. N *v»Wk.\*i..lA ' \ LukelTI: |jL«kfi»viifr 
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Christ, reconciling the world to Himself,"* In his ,13piallc to 
the Galatiaos, St. Pay], (who had elsewhere declared that "by 
Revelation God had made known unto him the mystery/ 1 SscJ 
nevertheless) tells the Galatians that he " neither received it of 
man, nor was he taught it but by the Revelation or Jesus Christ 1% 
that is (if compared with the former passage) of Gwl. In his 
Epistle to the Ephesians, St. Paul alludes to the declaration of the 
Psalmist that Cl God had ascended on high, and led captivity 
captivc, ,T [| asserting that, "when Christ ascended upon high, he 
led captivity captive/ 1 !! and, therefore, Christ, in the opinion of 
the Apostle, was also God. Iu his Epistle to the Fhijippians he 
writes, "Thai ye may be sincere, and without offence, till the 4aj{ 
of Christ,"** which event St, Peler distinctly calls "the day of 
Godj'*i + io the same Epistle to the Philippians, St, Pan! affirnia 
that Christ " thought it not robbery to be equal with 06di*%% and, 
therefore, he requires that, at the name of Jesus every knee should; 
bow, of things in heaven, and things in earth, and things under 
Ihc earth ;"§§ and he declares, "We look for the Saviour^ the 
Lord Jesuit Christ, who is able even to subdue all things to 
Himsclf*"[j|| In his Epistle to the Colossians, St, Paul affirms that 
"by Christ were all things created, that are ia tlie heaven/' &c. ;1I1[ 
that " in Christ dwelletb all the fulne/t* of the Godhead bodily/ 1 ^ 
and he requires us to "forgive one another eveu as Christ forgave 
tis,"^ although the same Apostle enjoins us to '* forgive one another 
even as G>d (i.e. Christ) hath forgiven us."^> The same Apostle, 
St. Paul, writes to Timothy, Bishop of Ephesus, that *' Gad 7 * (that 
is, of course, Christ) (< was manifest iu the flesh /'^ and requires 
him to "keep this commandment without spot, until ihc appearing 
of our Lord Jesus Christ, who is the blessed and only Potentate, 
the King of Kings, and Lord of Lords" &e.W in his Epistle 
to Titus, he writes, "Looking fur that blessed hope, and the 
glorious appearing of our great Old and Saviour Jesus Chris 
Jn the Epistle to the Hebrews it is recorded, that "all the Ari^U 
are commanded to worship CJirist*"^ and the words of'l)aviJ, 
'■but unto the Son He saith, Thy throne, O Gad, is for ov.er and 
ever, a sceptre of righteousness is Thy Kingdom/' nre in this 
Epistle applied to our Saviour. ^ In the first Genera] Epistle of 
St* Peter, (as Isaiah had prophesied that " the Lord of Hosts 
should be for a stone of stumbling and rock of offeuce r 99 ty) so 
St. Peter uses the very same words iu allusion to our Saviour Jesus 
Christ, " the stone which the builders disallowed, the same is jnade 
the head of the corner, and a stone of stumbling, and a roe): of 
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offence,*** and, therefore, CJirist Himself 13 the Lord of Hosts; 
in his second General Epistle, St. Peter uses this mode of expression, 
" Through the righteousness ot our God and Saviour Jesus Christ t^t 
and in the same Epistle, (although it is written in the Prophecies 
of Isaiah, (t I, even / am the Lord, and besides me there is no 
SavtQur"l yet) St. Peter calls Christ " our Lord and Saviour 
Jesus Christ f% therefore, if Jesus Christ he "oar Lord and 
Saviour" {and He is elsewhere called " the Saviour of the world/'j]) 
and yet " there is no Saviour besides God" Jesus Christ must ba ■ 
also God. In the first Epistle of St. John it is written, " We are 
in Him that is true, even in II is Son Jesus Christ; this is the true 
God and eternal life»"K St* Judo in his ftp is lie describes Jesus 
Christ as "the only wise God our Saviour;*'** and speaks of those 
"denying the only Lord God and (i.e. who is) our Lord Jesus 
Christ^ff We now come to the Revelations, in which we meet 
with the following conclusive passages: * 4 1" (that is, Jesus* as is 
evident frum verses 13 and 17 of the same chapter) " am JJlpJia 
and Omega, the beginning and the ending, which is, and which 
was, and which is to come, the Jllnrighly ;**%% again, (although it 
is declared of God, tl Tfiou, even Thou only, kuowest the hearts 
of all the Children of JVTeu,"§§ yet) the very same is said pi Christ, 
"All the Churches shall know that /am lie, which searcneth ike 
reins and hearts?^ and, therefore, Christ is God; ngain p the 
Angel that appeared to St. John was the Angel of the Lord GW, 
and the Lord God sent him, for it is written, " the Lord God of 
fhe Holy Prophets sent His Angel to shew unto His Servants the 
things which must shortly be done;"1^I and yet tins same Angel 
was the Angel of Jesus, and Jesus sent hirn> because we rend in 
the same Revelations, if I Jesus have sent mine Angel to testify 
unto you these things in the Church ; ki w again it is recorded, 
"Behold / (Jesus) corae quickly, and my reward is with ni(t**W 
which is a strict accomplishment of the Prophecy, " flehold, the 
Lord God will come, His reward is with Him; u ® finally, it is 
written, "I (Jesus) am Alpha and Omega, the Beginning and the 
End, the First and the Last,'^ and yet Isaiah declares, " Thns 
sailh the Lord of Hosts, I am the First, and / am the Last, and 
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a Person distinct both from the Faih«r and the Son* And, first, 
I will endeavour to prove that tho Holy Spirit is a Pensati. Now 
by the word Personality 1 mean to aftrm that the idea of a personal 
agent is conveyed throughout Scripture in reference fcd; the Eloiy 
Ghost, at least so far as to ngsfitraus. that a sitkpte* mod* of pperar 
Hon, or a mere attribute, is not designed. 1 am area dy.tfo admit 
that the word person is not employed, hnt ih&\ persovpiMtyibb the 
Holy Ghost is nevertheless strictty intended, 'and tfiat.fdrjfflrfc ' 
reasons ; first, because the sacred Evangelist fcnirariably *6&ip1<grfe 
the personal pronoun "i*iw>*, m which cannot consistently, he applied 
to any but a personal ageht; thus Bt. John writes; ^Wheu.ife 
(i.e. the Holy Ghost) te vQme> Ife>8\uiH not speak oT Hihteokfi; 
but whatsoever He shall hear, that shall H e»sf*ak?ilf#sfcall. glorify 
me; for He shall received! m\ae, and slhftjoshewXit) uhto* yuntW , 
and, secondly, because the ^person at properties Gftknxxwlkdgek vbJJ,* 
and voluntary action are aseritrod to/4h« Holy'.Ghoklt, f'.AALthesrf* 
(writes St. Paul, in speakiugaf the gifts* of tike Hrily iiho&l), .*f thtft 
oue and the self-same Spirit worhetHi dividing lb eVer|\ oj\e 
severally as He will "f *'The Spirit $ecereheih [ all th&gs^jye^ ifte 
deep things of God*"J "Vc arc led>by.lt\\k Spirit ■ b£ ■ (&#&;?§ 
" The Spirit itself b'ea'reth witness with oil r Spirit, >\ hat we. are <jbhje 
Children of God;"|| "The Spirit <aho As^fi^oariin&rmiiiles/; A#A 
itself maJceth intercession Jot W;1fc " The .Spp»ib«aitf linle f?l*iJl|>, 
(Jo near, and joki thyself tbthfa Ghariottft** 'Ehey Hunt Jbr hidden 
df the Holy Ghost j*t*' ''The -Spirit ''*4$kred til eric not 4J1 heart* 
other texts without "mitotan} which proved tbktt tl^ipfcjasftftjtfltt/, 

working, dividing, willing, ^sekfehing y lending* bearing .wUtfG&t, 
helping, making interedssfon, feci are applied to the! Holiy/^JurfJ, 
and exclusively restricted to p£rd$n&/ agehejrl SaiisJie^Abclrero/g, 
as we must be, 1 that the Holy Spirit is a 'jP^wohi distinct bojtit f$o&k 
the Father and the Son, we will 'examine *• few ©T frliefpaasflgcsiii 
the Old and New Testaments In 'which the HAl/Spirlt 14 represented 
as God, and in nature,' essence, or r sdbstance, inoomprebehaitdy 
united with God the FatheV, and XJod the Soli 1 , dfch*>ugU,/>*/**tta% 
distinct from them. 1 must not hero be supposed to allude: to >th,aae 
pumeVous passages in which He ia called 'M he H&ly.Spmt," ,Lu£ 
" Spirit of Holiness," 4 tm> "Spirit of STntM'/'.tKe * Slwi^df PoUrtm" 
the "Spirit of Wisivni and Knowledge" t\fo''«Gonrfbriet" fibe 
V Eternal Spirit," fcc. but to those in which He is ex))res?ly called 
God: thus in the Psalms, David in acknowledging the omnipresence 
of the Holy Gkost, ;'says, *«! fVhiifae* shall I gfb frdm .%';£jpih7 l T'§§ 
but immediately after 1 , in thVvery same Verse, s&ews it to be Uie 
omnipresence of God Hhnselfi^"\$ I ascend u^ iatojieaven, Tlttm 

* Jiifan xii. 7.— 15. ' f 1 Cor. xiLH. vj'l Cor. il. II,. \ 0*k v. 10. . ft Horn. yj^L *«. 
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artithwe^' iwie&sjirtly, implying 4bat .tb$ Jex^s JTipw and Thy 
Spirit werG'tfuivgletoty tha* iSj eqi*aUyjc6uchjsiv.e)fQr v tbe immediate 
"presence of the' divine nftlure'ifaetfi Agi'w, as, the Prophet Isaiuti 
s gfeoTareil that be "JMJard the voice; of the £^r^ of Hgsts (yerse 5) 
payings ()ti and tell this peopje^ Hear, ye indeed, but understand 
jjoty* 8ipf so tfrete vtery wdrds, which the Prophet' declares to 
$a*ve been spokenjyy the Lord of Hosts, are. elsewhere recorded to 
liavc token spoken, byUhe Holy Ghost* " Wejl $p#£e /#e Holy Ghost, 
<by r J5saia3.;t£ie Ifiiiophet, uutQ Our Fathers, paying, Go unto this 
Ipeopfe aii&stoy, Hearing ye shaUhpar t avkd shall not understand?' 
&c.;1» 'afrfd; therefore/ the. Holy .Qhppt is the Lortf of Hosts. Fn 
il|e -Netf Testament, it is recorded in live Gospel by S|, Matthew, 
ifaai'pur Savftrtic exhorted His' Diatfiple/s to "way the Lord of the 
fiatv&est^thfxt.He) would send forth labourers into bis harvest,"}; 
.Jjut this 1 Lard sf i) J *e hardest fa whom Christ directed His Disciples 
"po yitdy/wtiStihe r Hqly\Gho^t,' as; is .evident from the fact that all 
^hbHroVsviriU) (he! harvest ar# declared. t<* be " sent forth fry the 
sHoty Ghost ■/'§* again, U\ is; uvidept tteat tjie Jfoly Ghost is abso- 
lutely iGocf, fobiu'tlte Very ijiceumatanole that as i/esns Christ was 
#hB«dM!*e;flq* at:lth^rHigke^:\[^ht is, ;the Son, of Gpd^ so 
^hteweaawi^gitejthipmi .'fcbiSi ot5casioAs^% He^waa jSO called, was 
tj^lrfcekrawsoIHe* w^s J>egat£e<u tby th^ Holy Ghosh 'f'Jfhe ifo/tf 
Iptiost shall tomei uf>oii Ahefei 1 aB# .Uielpojwer of fche Ifigkest sliall 
JtP&eVslmxlpw thee; f^ftj/eftsiftlglo) ! that H<4y thjng which shall be 
^bftt^^f^ibtev. shall", bec^lodjthe £©,n '$£Q6d"*i (hat ia, (as we 
«hiftleftrtra«d[(it f r )'tof;thfe &uprempjfktt& truG.Qod, besides whom there 
<^v VA>v^h^sv's urb jbh: ^llte^ fiavite >>fl^^ m] ve^.^i^kA^^h^^eiti saying, 
t^^^^ >r ithon^Sq^ %xi ■•'■^d-^i4isi<Hig^ r /*t*^0W4 as tlie person in 
•pirid^^wte Son JesbsiGhrisiis fee^e^sald-ta \m^ is the Bmu Ghost 9 
tjfcy 'iwfodsle^wtoefr ^(caJfed J* the, powsr of $hc Highest* 1 ) lie was 
cjtegbttcit' ol .(be (bleared 1 Virgil^ and thence .ea/^rf tfi* 1 £W o/ God 9 
•'tlfcjrefore, . thet Holyl Ghost is <?&£ / j*ga \a 9 our blesst d Sa vio u r 
I^lhire^ » M If 1 ujitb'tfefe finger »f Gofl cast out Devils," &c.ft 
'(fctintto is tjie samq pa if He had t said, " If I. by GW Himself cast 
\$bt>'©evi}si,". (thb> 'Ifmgeb Yjf* <$wi "ibeingl Quly a metaphorical 
oaxfteeesioh; for othfc, iuainediate, .pMm auol Hgenpy ojf God,) but it 
q*Jppeateifr#i$ v tke parallel pfcssageig gt. jtfafthew's UospeJ, ("If I 
'Wh^te'lS^'for* GftaTcast Wt iDe^iIs, v |£) Htyt tbjs particular apt 
sdfl "ih&fikg&ofMod;; (that is, of i&orf Himself,) « vfaa ^ the act 
!«f - the Spirit* .taerdfiotb/ the Spirit is f?^d Himself; again, " that 
i;Wbich is &wr» dfPtfgpirit'^ is decked to be> '♦ 6or« o/* ^o^/'Ud 
^id/th^fqre, nthe? ^eV£^ .is <?otf; again, fit is written in the 
sProplieia, iaml ihey sbaJl be all taught of Crotf/'HH and yet this 
^Jta'tne .teacbidg ia ; djoclared tof be the teaehing of the Holy Ghost, 
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"not iii the words which man's wisdom tcacheth, but which the 
Huly Ghost tenchctb r " in which latter passage the wisdom of 
11 man" is so , Erectly opposed to the wisdom of the **Ho(y Ghost?' 
as necessarily to prove V bo Holy Ghost to be Gods* it is written; 
"He (the 'Spirit of Truth') dwcllelh with you ftod shall be irt 
ytfwj't and, therefore, it is ejacwhcro said, u God is in you of a 
truth •/'t.' again, when St. Peter asked Ananias, "Why hath Satan 
filled thine heart to He to the Holy Ghost , ,5 § He immediately kddi, 
"Thou hast not lied unto weif, but unto Godi% agam, St- Paul 
affirms, "The Temple of Gcw^ is holy, which Temple are .$*,"$. 
but the reason why they were the Temple.oi GodU assigned in'.tba 
eame Epistle, "Know ye not, that your Bodies are the Temple 
of the Holy Ghost;' 1 ** therefore, if w,e are the Temple of God^ 
because we are the Temple of the Holy Ghost, the Holy Ghost is 
Gad; again, although it is distinctly asserted of the JMiiristeriil 
Office that "no wan taketh this honour, to himself, hut he that 
is called of God "if yet "The Holy Ghost said, separate me 
Barnabas and Saul for the work whereunto I ham culled themV'JJ 
finally, we read that "Holy sneu of God spake as they were wwwetf 
(i. e, inspired) by the Holy Ghost ,"§§ but it is distinctly dee bred 
that " all Scripture is given by inspiration ©f Gorf/*[]|| and, therefore, 
the Holy Ghost is God* From what, therefore, has been already 
urged upon this subject, we may rest satisfied that imt only is the 
Father God, but also is the Son God, and the Holy Ghost God. 
In fad, we cannot have more occlusive evidence to support the 
doctrine of a plurality of persons io the Divine nature, than the 
use of the Hebrew name "JBehim" (translated iu the Old Testament 
God,) which although a noun substantive of the plural number, 
and regularly formed from its singular* is nevertheless frequently 
joined with verbs and pronouns of the singular number; again, it 
is written, "And God said, let us make man in our image, after 
our likeness,"™ in which God speaks of Himself in the plural 
number, because He consists of more persons lhau one; "And the 
Lord God said, Behold the man is become like one &f its^ 1 ^ 1 ) 
"And the Lord said, Let us go down aud there (Ueb. let u ■*) 
confound their language; 1 "^ "And it came to pass when God they 
caused me to wander from my Father's House ;"&** "I heard I he voice 
of the Lord, saying, whom shall I send, and who will go for n* /W 
•'Remember thy Creator (11 eb. Creators) iu the days of thy 
youth;" ^ " The w-os thigh God gave to Nebu«:badue2£ftr a kingdom 
and majesty* and glory and honour — and they (that it, the mosi 
high God who had give* it to him) took hia glory frotuftuBV^} 
I might indeed subjoin numerous other passages to prove tha 

* S« portieuiurly J*hn i. 13 j 1 T\um< It, B ; Horn, t f 29, + John xiv. 17. J 1 Ctoi% xiv, £5* 
^ A^U v. 3, II Acta v. i. tl Cor iii W. ** t Cor. vi. 10. f f Uv\ r. £ r ,' 

,$ 4444WV.& i if.* F«ti si. ii4i v Tim. til. is, 1 1 Gira. t«, cn g*u: m. «. 

g ,, . «»a o«u> mi 5 jy mi J ■ * *" °°* ' l runout 



jrflfrtfJ^toffrtrsatoitr the Godhead, Wherein pod is spoken of, qr 
s^^rdrllifflselfe** Jtff mtte persons than one,* but it is unne- 
cessary) v>kW frio&ed; itr the third pfctce, to prote tbat (as we 
bftveiseeB'ttaf ibtf*fctos* Is tfAfc'tto Stm is Go t d, afod the jffato 
6i»W lfc©oft'«B*dvtlWt^lW.r«- W*jjh*r<kify of persons in U\e 
Gbdhmt, &y>\Wjk#89M eM?d<f aft* riot'taorfr nor less than ttrey, 
«sti^gdi*He^!^tlie2^e#St)feal ikine*:*? tU Father, the Son, augd 



tftUd?e%r<3^* ffttf \£t Strictly .and really* «*#** in their nature, 
k*s&tc#} wwbstanke.i Thus iff the Old Testament, God is oftqn 
tybj^nooi esi w* In totA& respects, an d'as three in others ; we re^d 
tWtu]f^^iJtofgftI£ a^^eared to v Abrahatn, when one would ha%e 
•dpce^r-tWat'Kb^Cl^ir^Wm upon the Ark were so constituted as 
eV^i^y t^. -pilefi^te Ihe Father, the Godhead and Manhood of 
tbdsiSW.vitAl Ihe Hoty>G^o>>; fhaV in the Form in which the 
Hi^£*ritfc^8'*eotetim«d«d?40 bh*s the Children of Israel, the 
tmdieo6f Hhk £o¥(t(B^b.^kotak) was repeated three times, in 
hira*dnrtrttfcirwrcd to y ih&:$\ltker; Son, and /fofy t?/i«w/~ "The 
^fefrfcfcssvtltee etrt'lee^ttaft/'-' (the ify/^ being the Author of 
llmsinFivfrp+esfrmttan,} ''The J&ord njake fiis face to shine 
fap*^ tlteev land be grtidtttts "unto thee, 1 * (graree and illumination 
feedrigTtom'tte iSW, fy»whoro#* have the l%ht of the knowledge 
a 64W$tory'of'€odv: ftf>lfce>' a /ft<te of Jesils Christ,) and " The Lord 
Ul np JBie eountenAnfeearpbn theeyitnd Vive thee peace," t (peace 
lieifa^tW^Ki bfihft^plrit, Whose totfmeis the Comforter, uridwhoqe 
sVttJBn()r|KiBt /«*# Is tfitftfdfk of pe&cei) and there is a tradition 
aiiioo|pUh4»>^ftooifrefrti4A Je'ws, according to Becliai, onle of their 
K»htte*/Hlirit>wh^rt the 1 lligh Prieet probDii need this blessing over 
JhtffMopltV^^ lifte^nfK' hifefhftftdsf; and disposed his fingers in(o 
ttefoap£otm*4s> to MttWJriss/H ^ittittff'X ™ even if this were not 
thejeagft tfctttionn d^Wfcasingitself Is a plain argument that there 
w&sthrtg>pvr89n**owh\)tik ^thte great* and incomnt%njicabie name of 
ttstoq/Aii* applied ; Whiter tbe f wltole Form concludes with, '*and 
4bi^> shall put> mf name trpon fhe Children of Israel, and /will 
fUe^arthw;^ which implies & unity in essence'; again, "By the 
fff&id (IL'4J)tb9«toi$> of^ThriXdl-flf, XHefc. Jehovah, the Father,) 
^aVfcithy beaive«» 101 fKTe, and Ml' ttfe hosts of them by the j&mzM 
{fflebs'ff^tfni*) V/f His meirtb/* that 1 is; fhe Holy Ghost, who is 
Wllert^tlie^fW'bf )©ddy and'the Breath of the Almighty ;"|| 
^airiy QfyittiikW "fcfld tfotf the Lord God (i.e. the Fflrter) 
•^ JliiJ £/>&#{£ e.tt* ^/^OAttjfYhkth sent 3/e, (i. e. the Soq}) 
ta)0ttn?Ak isrWritUny *AM on* cried nnto another and said, Htoly, 
MbfaffMyVipil® 4to*# vjflNbsttf*! *riol content," as Origan 

mil u/un 1 ! ■'♦ fmii ' Ppr ; "M i ff .. Mii i nmii i n? wloj . JZ 

» Be* fe n. xS x.gi;x xr.7; DeJ&j n.7 ^EuLcz. I4 Prur . ix . 44>t xm, 4 ; fee. x. IS ; xttl 1$ 1 
^xipfijIiV.Si UJv. Si fififl. r. 8; Dan.iT.<*& 5 ix. 17} Hm. L 7; Zech. U. la Uj x. ft! 

1 "Ei«YftUon« thinnm sic ligitos confy»o«e.it,< at lYtada exprimer«nt M See Obeerr. Jot, de 
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«»?%, V to*ay»:iA pmvqr •&*<*». but ,ttpy take the refect* nn-mber 
*f the Trinity t thereby to dcclarfc the manifoM A#fmA«.rf jG*i; 
whi<u\is a repealed, in tercxmioiuniojt ©fa threefold huJlimaic; 4he 
holineaa of . the Fattier* the, holiness, of the only begotten <&»ii, rand 
of the /ft/y &ha*h"* again, '? Seeik ye , out .of .thai Jloakjiofc^lje 
Lordbstd *e*d-»-rfor«*# nartuth ifc hath, commanded,, and HfaiSpixii 
it bath gattetfeditheni^'t* ; In the\ JNawTestameftt jwe rttftt, jthaik 
at the 0H\KiAni of our Messed ;fo«iourv» the JftrtArfr dectoi^EKk 
to bd/'HUIwlaVed^o^'^ aud-tUe Holy, Ghost visihty.desaonted 
npom Him in the form of & dovfc^so that all */#*£& ^eritnajofitbi 
Sacred Trinity eo^o^orated in , the wonk of huniuttaalvatiot!*! tfoe 
Fdtheriv His public avowal of the appointment. of His Sdn/.aa&ur 
Redeemer and M^iator~tbe^0*V acceptance of tUat.oflute,.iaJtd 
the sanctificatiou of the Moly Spirit, which He afterwards .commjit 
uicated to His Apostles.; the Form, of Christian Baptism t isi a >w 
less forcible argument, " Baptising them iu the name otih^Fxitfi^ 
and of the^oft, and. of the Half GJioet*^ in r which ihcijtfwd 
f'wrtae" isVnployud (instead of Vname*") to express tile C&ttty* 
Us tthe whole Form does tho Trinitpi of pod v» the Ap^fcoJi&i} 
Benediction, profea the same, ff The graceof «tar Lord Jcbus£hru& t 
and tlie k)v$ of,Grw£ and Itbe.GommjftdanYof 'the- Jfai^ ,GA$tf <rf?|| 
tigata, \Mflto'd JLt/rtf i(L:e» the i/o^,GVi6>^f),dirbct your tiearterifliU 
44m .'iWre.>bfi.G«tf {the Falter) .and Inter, the (mtieujtl waUk^Kof 
Vhriqt"^ It rs aiao.e^ide\)t that >t here iB! »fl o<ft versify, of ttatnr^ 
hor\a4iy'fi^eiiitiflrsufeofdtiiajti6n in\tbe persons Of tiutt (Jojdhc&*^ 
Wftuse : the' Sculpture* . have " diaJwctly i assigiocfl; tfbe <w)f&jfdfte 
Hu'tndsi'm&ittfoidule&^tQaU tfwfetipersous* 4tatjs* ft> GQdfa^hrve 
p^vf^w^vindv therefore; tlfat thete /Ar^d^^^6w#>atie but>d^l?«ft 
4tid tfthtnalttipugh Xhere art ihrw/d^Xiw^.^n^, .yet^bj^Ibtftei^ 
foit'^oityf and the same -diviiie ngfteif; ttihsi theni&uMfjJfcjEtoftrft 
4(*fliie*K}» toot capable :ot\junj toob-ie^uiy^aiVintdtfptet^tiim^a^lilttl 
ct&od, \ belkiKseiibfaas. noY'phiral, isAiricfciatouniepbleita arty, derived 
j6r et^'t«uN©ei Jigv (and j is ; ipecuJiar i jbo -i the; . divine Tialare, jas &ei»g 
*Ie*criptitfcMof<jk)i : is;hl*p^^ 

Jfof^ &/io****''Xhftl*>ird ohritioxlti8,o^^e6owa4^*; add^^ia^ 
^iuw^i&me.Vttfatfe {is Jlrhdmh* ast -it-he. moat feighi QveetialUtfy 

*« This V His uainq wherehy".^!^. (i- e, Chriti): ahalL.he /dal^ 
JfeMtfaft bur ri^btecrti6UK28?,"JJaud ,80 i^ the J^y^<w&aka4fr 
catfed, for '*The Lord Jehomh put foitb. the form -of .fc hand* aa4 
fetefr the\)y a Ibok uf mirio hfead, an*d the Spirit iiftedute ufr"f$ 
itf which passage the uameof .the Lord Jehovah, an&tbevriamfcjof 

* "Non eis sufficlt temel clamare* sAnctus; nequc buj'sed perfectum humerort Trtnitdm 
a^sauraunt, ut roultituduicm sapctitatis dei manifeatrnt; qu» est f r»n<F sanctjt^tis r 
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the SpirHfido bdth belong to. the same iperv&tt) tao^ns it ft «ke* 
wjk^k written,* The &pi*it> of Jehovah ba^ne uftonvj5»ra8on/* r .yfo 
it is fifcartl y dftieiw^rdsdacl ared, tliat " Jekwah Hiiq9«16 departed 
fijtom^hiio/^&ad 'as it cAn never be' ptf&Ved *l*a&the; jJersoa whd 
Cffotdoipfai fcfem wa$<&ntf> aa*J the person 40A0 'd&pdr&d, jVpm, ] hftn 
iiii&$M^t^w Spirit 1 » Jehdvuh; the 

eaifoe3W*%«(/<Wto** 4feff<»iiril Hbly&hoti) iiNjdllttH&e 'J G'orf tf/ 
J^^^fW^'thd, ffluUiuide glorified ttoe Godty J*M»/} n .t aild 
^Jlie Gfrfldfeh of F#«Jr«J,V ^tesl St, I4^«* ''shall he (ilfei Juhu) 
tdinMoMhe Jjard'tfArfiV Gorf? andvhe shall gtibefore* Hirn^\ that 
lip he&rfe Christ, the 2>on/. Gorf of i(iHe> GbiWrew of > iVA^A aud 
tfJthe^trte of thd Lord' *jt0&* b^. me;''— s'ttiifidkl 4tf\fitodM 
baid,<:&& in whibh ca«v tt«Jes9'*1ie^hd:*»a&fe w^ofce^biuii^; ;ari4 
tyeitln&afr'rf wasifrffotibr, ihe.$pt># is we GhotL af fordid? mtoke 
MBtfner^the pame Trinity is! ^aidifd be4he «&e j£ferd,iltbe Crtatar 
i^tfheMWHsla!,, for although it' 'is. writjteil, nt am ;±lie JLivrdii IJaat 
fa&ketbdall UiiBgSy that »irelch(etnlfo*th \he heavens altoiki tihitf 
fif^eailcth . abs«ad the v earth >£y myself r ,"§ fyet >by ctheS#fortf 
^0&3&&) } tf the Z»ortf (the Father"} were the* heave Hs iade, arid *H 
the host of them ftytfoe Breath (tteb.t&pirify bfHi&^oulb^ >a«4 
therefore, {iftlhe JPbrd &nd Spirit made the heatfehs,)vUkel?W&e*v 
^iththci^o^aiod tbe^^W^/ai^ trie«/<)?M>LcirdaiiM 6d'4ator t ati%\l. 
tfeigge^aird Jthattjie sbme Trinity (n Ui*% artttfc aU matikiodyifojrilfc 
&wrttteu,y4Hhe<i£/0n* Hie is G^^itisii/eUiatfe^th^alJ^ z^^/^aidd 
^e# Mby) ffibw (Christ) >ye*e all things toadej l & <at*d ;■#. ihp t Spirit 
w6bd^.(3ay»Jk)b^ ha^<f»a^iae-;"** moreover jib is written* i hat 
««rti^r« ii* owe J*aai#fcw who ds- able vfo save a»d to* dost ifoyi^** 1 1 .-.httt 
IbeCFWAety* the ■#«»* an^d the Holy Ghost are tbis: oMLqiw$iixer^ 
fcr SfcJPimI writer, « I myself serwthe Lamoi Qo^tt bheitfather* 
ftStolEIUbe j&aar of tf/inW^^nd; ^i/h©I*W0 of the ^jpar^ nrf 
iaft^'jll^so that', this Law is derived from> andifqunded up<#r>, the 
imdivideii authority of the Father^ th& Son,- and the Ho#y Ghost * 
feenee we Toad that this Trinity in U«$ty is eqi^ly>$?iwtpo/e?t& 
4bh?tipfo46nt>Eternul,hii& H$fy ; jOmnipo&eipi theca^ae iheScrjptureia 
h&v&iasciibed divide poiber* and that An ithe'&atide exeroi$e) of \% t 
{jfizi'the »miaifitry and miracles of St^ Patd.) to^ CAma/ iaud the 
jSjp&Win'Commottwith thft^a^^ »^>the> grace of fjja^ give^uat^ 
mey by trhe effectual working) o£'>Hi&powxri"%% 'Htie $0M\en of 
Christ inay ^st/upbn die/K 1 ^ aftd ; with ."signs bju4 wooider^ by ^he 
jwe?^ *i;tiie£>wil ofGod, ,, ^) 1 fo^altho^h^fit.i^itheisamfe^^ 
^ic*i«wr^A^/y^«r//^^) 'yet ff <€»»<« alll rfodfi* aff/V^ ^8^* 
<ttfi/ij these ' workeik thkt^oae &id the seifKsame[iS i ^^V^ThP^'llr 






tlte L&rd,"* aiicf yef Sfc Paul speaks of "the fulness of Christ that 
jtfteth alt in all,"t and DaWd enquires, "Whither shall 1 go then 
frotti thy Spirit? If I go op into heaven, thou (i. e. thy Spirit) 
aft there ; if I go down into hell, thou (i. e. thy Spirit) art there 
also," J— Eternal, for St. Paul speaks of "the mystery, made 
manifest according to the commaudment of the Everlasting God, n % 
and yet St. John declares that Jesus is " the First and the Last^ 
('that is, Everlasting,) and St. Paul affirms that Christ " offered 
Himself through the Eternal (or Everlasting) Spirit"^— and 
Holy, for although it is written, " O Lord, thou onfyart Holy,**** 
yet in reference to Jesus Christ, we read, "hut ye denied the Holy 
One, and desired a murderer to be released unto you," &c.tt and 
in reference to tlie Holy Ghost, " Ye have an unction (or, an 
anointing) from the Holy One,"Xt that is, the Holy Ghost, who is' 
elsewhere called "the Spirit, the Holy One" In a word, I need not 
add that numerous passages in Scripture could be cited to prove 
that the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, concur, after an 
ineffable manner, in the same divine acts; thus it is recorded" 
respecting the raising the Body of Christ from the grave, " Qod? 
(i.e. the Father) hath both raised up the Lord, and will also 
raise us up by His own power "M and yet Christ has affirmed, 
" Destroy this Temple, (i. e. His Body,) and in three days / wiit 
false if up, "OT and St. Peter assures us that "Christ, being put 
fo death in the flesh, was quickened by the Spirit;"^ and respecting* 
the commission and authority to preach the Gospel, St. Paul hatf- 
riot only declared "our sufficiency to be ot God (the Father) who 
Aath made us able Ministers;*®) but' that it was "Jesus Christ, 
who counted him faithful, and put him into the 3fhtistry,"<& and f 
moreover enjoins the Presbyters of Ephesus to "take heed to' 
all the flock over the which the Holy Ghost had made them 
Overseers ;"W and although the elect are n sanctified by God the* 
Father,"®* yet " He (i. e. Jesus Christ) that sanctifieth and they' 
who are sanctified are all of one, for which cause he is not ashamed 1 
to call them brethren," W and; that all such are " sanctified by the 
tfoly Ghost"®) fee. &c. W Hence we may conclude that the Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghost, are three 1 persons in' one God. Nor let it' 
be supposed that a doctrine, which makes God three in one respect, 
and but one in another, is unreasonable or contradictory ; it' may 
indeed be mysterious and incomprehensible, because the period has' 

♦ Jer.Xxiii.S4 tEph,i.S& * Bsal. cx»x4k. 7. 6. V Rum. XTi. 25 26. U Rer. xxiL 13. 

% Heb. ix. 14. ** Rot. xv. 4 H Acts. iii. 14 XX 1 John ii. 20. 
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tottetog ItOiIiQiJriJMtyGofetfttjIr.ftG, ifiadl <mfc taifcUUnngttty'MHltti 

Kb^optf'ft .iptfttospj^'Wtiar.o^/ihe^^ 

tifcBMl tyferffyffle $}i*tindt pftfte<{tf !bi*I naBirevt(Mi^ t4^\tt^rod^/f 
ft^\$6£re«t&> qjfiirSfev'l ) tbaii i Mb Ubei « 6|ttsitn'0ft faAi&rabinitH^ and 

ta6aV?.{&%ift^ «6JJwi Hpi&ti'n bdre»r he ibhsielswfcore^MJfed^^w^) 
the ,V(^"^V§iiCQngi4^;i!tbft T f it ,ma\Utir<j>stt]aWJe artcoDtnriictoiiyx 

Vfcicfcitii* .#ft»f«slilhat.w^Ji^to¥atea ifetii^iai^ bf IGodyi ck*rie» 
%ta*tt)bi«i lajjfcind(fof)f«ttblew^^n')fcbei^ft?5<r^d(J dkti«ationtedf hi* 

tfeb*>tb« fectii wfcvtiri dm^less a^eaci;toohiJmuqui,teiia«jaiy9tdrfir»» 
^ymrp**m$btetaa tftis&dodtrifte orfLtftfe Ttin^yiin, Unity. j.nl]id^wi; 
ifatt ft&eltt&eftaf$j 4tf|vctuld^'h6vWiay? 46 di^i^ tfria'ta y«Uriou$ 
4&CtalflilM3 b$>i&te(^Najm£ogkfe, lOT^ws^WanceBlin viiatpre^itwteblf 
W^ld iBf t*fi% , tem* vfeiaJl ftd*ft>H>fbi» coutt-a,dfqtrioiii'aarii Hbeut-dit^ ? 
1togate<llve%ffft&jr a£;*yergr eseatod fteirffc ,tticfareHid?af 3nt&%^'tt» 
<§M*ftfep&t hfifc**fc, f ,atod totality (6^<<aflstoriavpiiw;, dfefrnrfti, ffbtoota* 
UOfri 0uJ^i3^^> £fr#J, atodf^f^y^^a^jweihttvdiaireHd^iseeD^l^ 

^tcfettft *«*blgy tiwa (^eiJWdniM b^ ihdi^ml <tfr r fi»^sci; <&*4itsrfflitj 
&mpM^*sttetoihe Fatter,; teylfomt)?* WiB pnifctediiirow <tttv 
Undnt*(km&ag\ ai»d^*b{ftJ7afyt6£^ 

*Hflthd>flpKftfsV\sV^vv^ : » am ij>o!s» Dili if^offUfi bflB W '•,%•«*% vw& 

^^l^tfcowwhwwjeci it endeavour to sanction Urtrherwy. Now, in theiiKfc.place;Ui* 
urgu^l that ttit* Uixta uf Scripture tilted in behaMuf thia Doctrine dp pot a nth Q pie th<» «u. 
VhriftJna Which TfinH.ni inns draw from thtita ; for trample, tliftt thtftat of tStKrflpeaJihJjr bY 
IIJi>is»lf in the pfowlnnintaE duel n<*t prore that Hucoujkfenuceisarita of mere per? cm than 
ont.Wj5f iu&Unoes occur of a similar plurnt expression Iwiuu applied tf>»(A?rf be^id^a fcouV 
a« When He invited the peopte of Israel by the Prophet laafiin, sayrrik "Come riow'apa fcj ^ 
r«"**»*r f 6&etbeF T " {diap. i, v*r, IB,} w#rl*li fldnn of'expreliiioH, oaitdoea by no bieAh* put the 
Children of Inrftel unonun equality with ftod, ttoneithefi il is oh^ected, can tin? samp fonn «f 
enpre<*.iou put the Son atfd Holv ishtat upon an ^iinllty witli HIrn j or eTtn if there were no 
fproe In fhJ« afgument, it is gtiil rcuonnnle 1 to oplifeve, aay they, that it in a ng-nratlvo way of 
ipeaklii^ only to express tno dignify of Ood, and ' noti ■ io denute auy ■■ptforaRtp in Him, like 
Hd it jb customary Tor n Kltiff, whD is hnt one person^ to speak trf llinwvlf in the nnn£ atyle. 
NbiVTii n'ply to "this objection it may bo observed, first, l^nt all SpiriU can rcasfin t yet only 
*tt^ Supreme Spirit can crraic^ arid, therefore, although "let us rtmrm" may refer to an 
*^t corrtrtibn to nl) Spirits,- yet " let U5 fnftke lanft" 1 tan refer onlyio an act of the Godhead ; 
t!hu*i li the^Kinp were to say to unrarher, "let Hu p^rd^rj a malefaptor condemned hy th« 
law/' the expression migtil poiiiUy deaotf an equuUty (or co-ordination) la \hi ^erffon 10 

n n 



Q. 76,«— How do you prove that the nature of Mam harin,g been 
corrupted by the fall, the consequence of that fall was the trans'* 
^mission of a corruption and moral incapacity, to his posterity ? 

No one acquainted with the world can deny that our human 
nature was corrupted by the fall of Adam, and therefore that there] 
does exist a moral incapacity in his posterity. I do not tneati td 

• f poken to, bat if he were to say to another, '* loj us ft*," or * let us brcafhe," no body 
could be so weak as to draw such an inference ; secondly, even granting it be possible, 
(although indeed actually impossible) that God should borrow his way of speaking 'from a 
King, before a man was created upon the earth, yet it is evident that the cases do jiot agree* 
for the style, in which, God speaks of Himself (as has been proved above} is, "I*t us tftAty 
man in our Image, after our likeness, and " Behold the man is become like one of us}" ana 
although a King may say tu and we, to express his dignity, yet there is certainly no figure* 
of speech that will allow any single person to say ''one of us,** when be speaks only of 
himself, because such a phrase can have no meaning, unless there be more persons, than, am 
to choose out of. Again, it is asserted of the passage, u the Word (\oyos ) was Grofci* 
that' the word " Xoyos'* does not apply to the Son of God, but signifies merely the "energj 
of God)" but the force of this is instantly removed by the fact that it is afterward* saiaV 
"the Word (Xoyw) was made flesh and dwelt among us," which; cannot be true of th* 
mere " energy of God," or of any thing excepting Jesus Christ, who was " made flesh and 
dwelt among us.'* Again, the declaration of Thomas that Christ was " his Lord and tail 
God," is represented to be a mere exclamation of surprise, in other words, a rash, atie? 
profane oath; bqtifso, why; did not our Saviour (who said *' Swear not at all,") reprove, 

' Thomas on this occasion ? Again, in reference to the passage quoted above from St PjaulVj 
Epistle to Timothy, " Great is the mystery of Godliness, God was manifest in the flesh,** &c. 
it is objected that it should be translated, " Great la the mystery of Godliness, which (mystery) 
was manifest in the flesh ;" now to say nothing of the total absence of all authority in th$ 
•riginal for such a translation, it roust not be forgotten that it is afterwards said that it 

"was taken up into heaven," which cannot be said with truth of "the mystery of 
Godliness." Again, they tell us that instead of " But. urito the Son, He aaith, Thy throne. 
O God, is for ever and ever," we should read, " God is thy throne for ever and ever;" qoi£ 
"Heaven is God's throne," (Matt. v. 34,) and therefore the throne is inferior to Him Chat 
sits upon it, and if God be Christ's throne, God Is inferior to Christ, which is absurd, if 

, would be needless to multiply examples of this nature, and therefore 1 proceed to consJ4er< 
secondly, the passages of Scripture which our Socinian friends bring against the Divinity of 
Christ, ahd of the Holy Ghost; those brought to disprove the Divinity of the former, are 

• each only as speak of His human nature, His tnediatoritil office, and His inferiority to the 
. Father in both these respects; but this, let it be remembered, is no argument at all, for the, 

doctrine of the Church of England hot only implies' this, but even absolutely reqnires it^ 
••Christ," says she, " is inferior to the Father as touching His manhood;" imputing, there, 
fore, to the Divinity of Christ what is said only of His humanity, they conclude that because 
as man He is inferior to God, therefore as God also He must be inferior to God, in other 
woros, thai because man is inferior to God, therefore*, God is inferior to Himself, which is 
absurd. The texts which they have selected to support their doctrine follow— first, that 
our Saviour declares in the Gospel by St Matthew, that "there is none good but one 
(its) and that (owe) Jh God, n (Matt xix. 17.) from which they argue that the adjective (El 2) 
one being in the masculine gender, cannot be interpreted to signify one Being, or Nature 
(for then it would be EN in the neuter) but one person; and, therefore, that our Saviour 

'by confining the attribute of Godliness to the single person of the Father, must of course 
have excluded the persons of Hiimelf and the Holy Ghost from the unity of the Godhead,— 
secondly, that our Saviour hi the same Gospel (Matt xx. 23.) affirms that "to sit on Hl« 
right hand, and on his left, is not Hit to give, but it shall be given to them for whom it is 
prepared of His Fatter,"— thirdly, that St. Mark declares, (chap. xiii. 32,) that «' of that day 

' ahd Hour knoweth no man, no not the angels which are in heaven, neither the Son, but the 
hotter,"— fourthly, that according to the Gospel of St. John, (chap. vi. 38.) our Saviour 
affirms, that " He came down from heaven, not to do His own will, but the will of Htm 
that sent Him**— fifthly, that Christ expressly says in the same Gospel, (chap. xiv. 28.) " Mu 
Father is greater than /."—sixthly, that St, Paul writes, *' to us there is but one God, the 
.Father," U Cor. viii. G.) and in Uie same Epistle (chap. xi, 3.) lie declares that "the head 
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flay that al] are totally depraved,* nor even that all are equally 
degenerate, because very many from their infancy, (through the 
interposition of the JEIuly Spirit, assisting their own endeavours to 
" work out their 8alvation,"t) grow up into a more excellent dispo- 
sition of soul than others ; hut it cannot, nevertheless, he denjieg 
that in most men, there is, generally speaking, a certain degree of 
backwardness to he governed hy the laws of God, a neglect of their 

of Christ is God," rod in the same Epistle (chap. xv. 24.) that "then cometh the end, when 

He (that Is, Christ) shall deliver vp the kingdom to God, even the Father." Now In reply 

to the first text, it need not be observed that the whole force of the argument lies in the 

signification of the word El£, whether it signify one person, ox not; but it is evident that 

it is put in the masculine gender, not as requiring the substantive "person" to be under- 

atood willi it, but to agree with its substantive Geos, that is, " there is none good, 

(i* fJLH) its o &§os) but the one God," that is, but God only ; thus the very same words, 

(ft fA.7) tts o €>$os) are translated, "Who can forgive sins, but God only ," (Mark H. 7.) 

and yet Christtook u pon Himself to "forgive sins,* * and Christ is anotfter person, and therefore 

US in this place cannot possibly admit the sense of one person; and in the parallel place of 

St A JUike's Gospel (chap. v. 21.) the word us is not used, but fjioios, another adjective of the 

masculine gender, agreeing (as does bis in the passage under consideration) with ita 

aubstantive ©sef , the alotte God, or God only; so that all these words can imply ifl, that 

fthare is none good but the one God in three persons, and. not the onp God in one person, as 

has been already proved ; indeed our Saviour Himself affirms that " He and His Father .are 

arc'.' (@tiev) Being, Deify, or God, (terms which belong only to a nature,) and not one 

person, (which eair only belong to an individual,) for which reason the Jews accused Him of 

blasphemy, "because He made Himself equal with God;" (John v. 18.) in other words, 

being apparently surprised at being called " Good," by one who considered Him but a mere 

man, He asked, " Why callest thou me good," {not denying that He was good,) seeing that 

'♦there is none good bat the one God," and yet esteem me as but one of your fellow. 

creatures; for, let it be remembered, that In addressing our Saviour under the name of 

"* Good Master," this young man did in eflect allow Him to be God, for "there is no tndn 

that doeth good, no not one," (Psal. xiv. S.) and, therefore, our Saviour, in order to try if 

"he wire able to account for it, (being the same reason on account of which He aalced the 

Pharisees, " Why David in spirit called Him Lord,"— (Matt. xxli. 43.) and finding his 

inability, sent him away grievously dissatisfied. With respect to the second Texts, in whiqh 

dnr Saviour is supposed to declare that "to sit on His right hand and on His left is' not Hie 

fr give, but that it shall be given to them for whom it is prepared of His Father,** it may be 

proper to observe, that tho words "it shall be given," though inserted in our English 

version, are wanting in the original, which is, («x • stt tfMV Jews* aXX ois nrotpuirw) 

"it is not mine to give, but (or except) to them for whom it is prepared," that is, that 

.Christ cannot give any particular reward, excepting "to them for whom it is prepared Of 

His Father," but that to such He both can and will give it, because He has elsewhere 

.promised to bestow this reward in His own right, "To him that overcometh," (that is, "is 

.prepared of my Father,' 1 and who has overcome by faith and good works,) "wiH/gwjil 

to «f wtth me on My Throne,** (Rev. Hi. 21.) so that this Text argues no defect of power In 

film, (being God,) but only an unfitness in those to whom it is not His to give; like as we 

read of our Saviour Himself, (whose, power of " doing a mighty woak," or miracle, wee 

always present with Him, yet) that " He could there do no mighty work," (Mark vi. &) 

•because of the unbelief of the inhabitants; or as God Himself (whose power is unlimited) 

declares, " Haste ye, escape thither, for I cannot do any thing till thou be come thither.*' 

To leave St Matthew for the passage selected from the Gospel by St Mark, which affirms 

that "of that day and hour knoweth not the Son of God," it only implies that Christ " knew* 

pot of that day and hour " as a man, and not as God, because St Peter said to Him, " Lord* 

Thou knowest all things," (John xxi. 17.) without receiving any rebuke for it, or being 

reminded of any particular exception. With respect to the two Texts from St John** 

0ospel, that which states that Christ "came down from heaven, not to do Hi* own will, 

'but the will of Him that sent Him," may be explained by His reply to the leper who "cade 

and worshipped Him, saying, Lord, if Thou wiU, Thou canst make me clean; and Jestis 

■aid, I will, (0sX«) be thou dean}" (Matt viii 2.) and of the second Text from tbtf 

* See Chap. vi. Article " CaJvinists," (Total Depravity.) f Phil. U. 18, 
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spiritual interests, and a disposition to pursne the enjoyments, 
pleasures, profits, and honours of this life. That this doctrine is 
strictly consonant with Scripture, is evident froqci the words of 
St. Paul, who affirms that men, (previously to the renewal of their 
mind by the Holy Spirit,) " walk according to the coarse of this 
world, according to the Prince of the power of the air, the Spirit 
that worketb in the children of disobedience;'** and elsewhere* 
"that tbey walk in the vanity of their mind, having .their , Under* 
standing darkened, being alienated from the life.of, God* through, the 
ignorance that is in them, because of the blindness of tiiqiiv heart."f * 

Gospel, it should not be forgotten that to say that ""the Father is greater than Christ," is 
nothing more than the Choreh of England bertelf believe*, when she dfnrms that Christ It 
"inferior to the Father as touching His manhood, because Christ is perfect mm, » well as 
perfect God " With respect to the three Texts selected from the first Epistle of St Paul to, 
the Corinthians, In the first, that "to us there is hut one God, the Father/' the words 
"one God, the Father,** are the name of a nature, under which Christ Himself as God is 
also comprehended, unless the Gospel has preached Uco Gods to us, the one distinct from 
the other, for St Thomas distinctly declared Christ to be "His Lord and his God;" 
(John xx. 28.) of the second Text, which declares that "the Head of Christ is God," it may 
be observed, that as the sufferings of Christ's human nature are metaphorically represented 
by the heel, or inferior part in man, (for we read (Gen. iii. 15,) that the heel of the promised 
•eed shonld be bruised,) so St Paul in this place by the " head,*' or superior part the human 
body, means the Divinity (or superior nature) of Christ; therefore, the name of * % €hrist" 
does here stand (as in numberless other places) for the man Christ, that is, that the •• head" 
or superior nature of the man Christ is " God," or Divine; as for the third and las* passage 
which represents Christ as "delivering up the kingdom to God, even the Father;" His 
spoken only of Christ's humanity, that as man He received a mediatorial kingdom, whkb 
again as man He shall deliver up, when His mediatorial office, for which He took the nature. 
Of man, shall be at an end ; but as God, it is said of Him, that " He shall reign for ever, 
and of His kingdom there shall be no end." The Texts brought to disprove the Divinity of 
the Holy Ghost, are these three— first, that in Matt xix. 17, it is declared that "there is} 
nene good but one, that is God," from which it is argued (as also against the Divinity of 
Christ) that the attribute of goodness being confined to the single person of God the Father, 
He must be a Being superior to, and different from the Holy Ghost} secondly, that 
St (Matthew calls the Holy Ghost "the Spirit of God," (chap. iii. 16,) and therefore the 
Spirit cannot be God, because He is only the Spirit of God ; and lastly, that it is written, 
that "God bore them witness with gifts of the Holy Ghost according to His own wUV* 
(Heb. it 4) whence it is objected, that the Holy Ghost cannot be the supreme and true God, 
because He is subservient and subordinate to the will of another. Now the error of the 
argument founded upon the first of these passages has been already fully shewn, by proving 
that it is not one person, but one God, whom the Scripture has asserted to be good; moreover 
it is very evident that in the unity of this one God, besides whom no other ^good, the Holy 
Ghost is, and must be included, because it is written, "Thy Spirit is good, (or according 
to the Hebrew,) goodness itself, that is, divine, essential, and uneommunicated goodness, 
besides which there neither is, nor can bo, any other of the like kind, and therefore; if "the 
Spirit be good," and yet " there is none good but God only, therefore, this very text does 
prove the Spirit to be God; the seoond passage may be easily explained, for if the Spirit be 
mot God merely because He is only " the Spirit of God," therefore, as the Apostle calls the 
human Spirit the Spirit of a man, the Spirit is one being, and the man another, which is 
absurd; moreover we have the plainest testimony of Scripture that the Spirit, though said 
to be " the Spirit of Jehovah," is also called by the express name of Jehovah Himself; for 
|t is written, (Jud. xv. 14.) that "the Spirit of Jehovah eatne" .upon Samson, yet (at 
chap. xvi. 20.) it is said that " Jehovah Himself departed from him i" so that, unless it can 
be shewn (which is impossible) that the person who " came upon him " was one, and the 
person who "departed from him" was another, it is undeniable, that the Spirit, though 
•aid to be "of Jehovah," is strictly and properly Jehovah Himself ; finally, the third text 
proves nothing, because the trill of God really is the vrill of the Spirit, as is manifest from 
J Cor. xii. 11, " All these worketh that one and the self-same Spirit, dividing to every mail 
severally as He (oven He Himself) wiUeth," 

* Eph. ii, & f Eph. iv. 17, 
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Q. 11*— How do you prove f hat the Holy Spirit exercises any 
influence upon the human mind ? 

It has been proved in the preceding answer, that oar human 
nature was corrupted by the full of Adam, but it is also evident 
that it undergoes in many a very considerable alteration by some 
invisible agency, which by its operations so enlightens the mind as 
to discern more clearly than ever the beauty of piety and virtue, 
and the hideous deformity of vice, so strengthens the resolution 
as to enable it to maintain its purpose of adhering the precepts of 
the Gospel, and so alters the actual inclination and temper of 
the soul as to renew it " in righteousness and true holiness, after 
the image of God."* The question, then, is, by whose agency is 
this important change effected? Any one who has attentively read 
the Scriptures cannot hesitate a moment to attribute it to the 
agency of the Holy Spirit— our Socinian friends (I believe) are 
willing to admit (although, perhaps, with cautious reserve,) that 
in certain portions of Holy Writ, " Holy Men of God spake as they 
were moved by the Holy Ghost ,"t that the influence of the same 
Spirit enabled the Apostles to heal the sick, to raise the dead, and 
to converse in languages before unknown to them ; that Christ 
Himself was " anointed by the Holy Ghost,* % that He cast out 
devils by " the Spirit of God,"§ and that the Holy Spirit in the 
infancy of Christianity, by His immediate influence acted upon 
those whom He intended to convert: but allowing even this, they 
maintain that we do not now need the assistance of that Divine 
Person, as our inherent goodness will enable us to perform all that 
is required of us, merely by our own exertions and powers, nor 
ought we to expect that assistance, as it ceased with, and was 
exclusively confined to, the Primitive ages of Christianity, Now 
I am ready to admit that the miraculous gifts of the Holy Spirit 
have long since ceased, but it is evident that men still continue to 
need and enjoy His sanctifying influence in the renewal of their 
minds ; for it is essential to Christians, in every age, that thef 
should know the "will of God," that they should be "fruitful in 
good works," and "strengthened unto all patience and long- 
suffering," yet the Apostle, St. Paul, prays for these blessings, 
in behalf of the Colossians,[| as the absolute gifts of the Holy 
Spirit; and for the Ephesians, he prays, that "they might be 
strengthened with might by the Spirit in the inner roan, that 
Christ might dwell in their hearts by faith ; that being rooted and 
grounded in love, they might know the love of Christ which passeth 
knowledge."! He moreover declares, that we are " sanctified by 
the Holy Ghost;"** and that " the love of God is shed abroad in 
our hearts by the Holy Ghost /'ft which plainly implies that we 
cannot attain that " sanctitication " and "love," as we ought to do, 

• Eph. iv. S3. 84; Col. iit 10. f 2 Pet i. 21. t Acta x. 38. S Matt xii. 28, 

II Col. 1 9-12. f Eph. Ul. 16-21. «* Rom; xt. 16. ff Rom. v. 5. 
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without the Agency of the Itoly Ghost preparing us for its reception. 
The same Apostle prays, that the Romans "may abound in hope 
through the power of the Holy Ghost"* In fact, it is declared 
•that " no man can gay that Jesus is the Lord but by the Holy 
Ghost ;*'+ and as we are assured, that not only "faith and charity 
abide* 9 for ever in the Christian Church, but " hope - also,J. (which 
hope, not only has its source in, but even abounds through tfie 
power of the Holy Spirit ,«§) we mrtst, therefore, infer that that 
" power," or agency, will also "abide for ever" Si Peter h^s 
assured ns that all purity of soul is through the Spirit ;\ a<$ 
St. Paul declares, that " if any man have not the Spirit of Chrisfc 
lie is ftofte of his," tbat " through the Spirit men mortify the deedfr * 
of the body and live," and that " the children of God are led bj 
the Spirits We must then necessarily conclude, that Since wfe 
are eom-riianded *to pray in the Holy Uhost," "who helpeth oift 
infirmities," since we are declared to "live, walk, and %e fiflei 
with the Spirit" and are dissuaded from "grieving and quenching 4 
wbtft Spirit, tftatt His agency and influence are Doth Aeeded ati$ 
may be expected by Christians to ttie end of the World, without 
ewtbuSiasm, or the possibility of disappointment. 

Q<W*—*tIow do you prove that an Atonemetft hds beetti iqafte 
for the sine of men in the death of Christ 1 " ' 

The Laws and Commandments of God having beajri coptih'ualfy 
fiegleeted and broken by all, the Divine wrath must hecessariljr 
have been provoked, and His Majesty and Justice, therefore* 
Required some Atonement to be made, in order to the reconciliation 
if man to Himself, and to the arrest of punishment. Now if it b$ 
considered how heinons every erin must be in the si^ht jof a God of 
till purity, we cannot suppose that repentance, however sincere, 
and amendment, however confirmed, can atone for transgressions, 
or make satisfaction such as a Divine Being, " who Is o( purer eyes 
than to behold iniquity," can accept. It is written that " without 
Shedding of blood there is no remission,"** it was not however the 
blood of goat* or bulls, (for God says, " 1 delight not In the blood 
of bullotke, or of lambs, or of he-goats,") but of some greater and 
worthier offering. In reference to this was the sacrifice of animals 
enjoined by the Mosaic law, and the Paschal Iamb, sacrificed as £ 
piacular victim for the sins of the Jews, was only the shadow of 
that greater sacrifice, Jesus Christ, as an Atonement for the sin* 
of the whole world, which could only be expiated by the shedding 
♦f the blood of a spotless victim, who had done no sin, offered 
uato God to turn away His displeasure. Indeed, the Jjtonement 
ef Christ is the principal subject of the New Testament ; St. John, 
In allusion to our Saviour, said, " Behold the Lamb of God, thai 
taketh away the sins of the world ;"tt it is written, " the Lord 

* Rom. xr. 13. f I Cor. xli. 13. J I Cor. xiji. 13. % Rom. xV. 13. || 1 frt ii S. & 
1 Bom. viii. H. ♦* Heb. ix 22, ft Joftn I & 



1pid on Hip (i. e. Christ) the iniquities of us a/// 1 * "the blooi 
of Christ eleanseth us from ail sin,"t " He is tie propitiation for 
our sins,"j " Me gave Himself a ranson\ for us all,"§ "in Him we. 
iaf e redemption through His blood,"|] •' we are redeemed with the, 
previous blood of Christ,"^ "when we are enetqies, we were 
reconciled to God, by the death of His So*,"**' for "it pleased 
the Father (paving made peace through the blood of His cross) by 
Him to reconcile all things to Him§elf,"tf and " now once in the, 
end of the world hath He appeared to put away sin by the sacrifice 
if tfirn<setf"tt and "His ozpti self bare our sins in His own body 
0*A the tree, ,, |§ 

Q. 7§*?-npvo. dp you prove that the u soul takes its flight for 
happiness, or misery, immediately after t{ has- left the body, qna] 
dojes not sleep until the day of Judgment.!" 

The soul of man in, its own nature is a conscious and active; 
principle, subsisting by itself, and is still the same Being, whether. 
It be United to an animal body, or separated from it, for if the, 
fcddy die, the soul still exists an active and conscious principle^ 
6t Being. It is evident from the Scriptures that the natures, 
(ft thd soul and body, although united in one and the same person^ 
ire essentially distinct, at least as much so as were the divine 
and human natures of Christ, because our Saviour has expressly 
declared It when He said, " tfear not them which kill the body, but, 
arc not able to kill the *0w/."|J|| If the soul, therefore, have a real, 
distinct existence independent of the body, it must have also a reaj 
And distinct existence when the body dies, and therefore cannot be 
said to pass the whole interval of time between death and the day 
of Judgment in a state of stupor or sleep, that is, altogether, 
unconscious and inactive ; for if it cease to be conscious and active. 
ii necessarily ceases to be, at least, we can have no conception of 
^hat reipaius— jfor if. the soul sleeps that is, be altogether uncon- 
scious and inactive, as it cannot be an inextended Being, (that is, 
wi{hou£ parts, or quantity, for we can have no manner of idea of 
ttie existence, or possibility of such an. inextended Being, without, 
consciousness or, active power ,).it must, therefore, he material, (that 
is, an extended and solid substance,) and consequently must either 
Have something more of density than mere empty space, or it must be 
quite as unsolid and thin as space itself: if, in the first instance, it 
have any (the least degree of) density above what belongs to empty 
Space, this is solidity in the Philosophical sense of the word, and 
then it is solid extension, or matter; but although a material Being 
may indeed be laid asleep, (that is, cease to have any motion in 
its parts,) yet motion is not consciousness; nor is it possible that 
either solid, or Unsolid extension, either space or matter, can have 

• lam mi a 1 1 Ma it. % i m& it. io. i i Tim. a. a ii o»l i. a 
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any consciousness or thought belonging to any part of it, of s pite d 
through the whole of it; nor can any sort of extension do any 
thing towards thought, or consciousness; nor can we frame any 
more idea of it, than we can of a blue motion, or a sweet-smelling 
sound, or of fire, air, or water, reasoning, or rejoicing. - Bat if, 
on the other hand, the soul be as thin and subtle as mere empty 
space, although while it is active and conscious it may -bare a 
proper existence, yet if it once begin to sleep and drop all ceoseioos- 
- ness and activity, we can have no other idea of it, but the same 
which we have of empty space, and that we concave to be mere 
nothing, although it impose upon ns with the appearance of scwe 
sort of properties. We may, therefore, reasonably conclude that 
the soul of man, being in its own nature a conscious and active 
principle, subsisting by itself, does still exist, after the death of the 
body, the same active and conscious principle, or Being, -as before; 
and if so, that it will not be in a mere conscious indolenoe; that the 
good mau and the wicked will not have the same indolent existence; 
that virtue or vice, in the very temper of this Being, when absent from 
matter or body, will become a pleasure or a pain to the conscience 
of a separate spirit. It is, however, needless to mix up this 
question with any subtle and metaphysical inquiries respecting: the 
nature of spiritual and material substance, &c. because it is<a thing 
rather to be determined by the Revelation of the Word of GodL 
We will, therefore, consider in their proper place the proofs that 
may be drawn from Scripture for the existence of the soul in m 
separate state after death, and before the Resurrection. But prior 
to our consideration of this point, it is worthy of remark tlmfcjthe 
continued existence of the soul, with its own separate consciousness^ 
after the death of the body, was a popular notion uaiversdlly 
prevailing throughout the heathen world, (although not possessing 1 , 
any clear notion of its immortality,) and that it still prevails in alii 
those nations which have not yet been converted to Christianity t ;. 
indeed even the Esquimaux and the natives of Ne w Holtend, ^whoi 
are reduced to the lowest degree of mental darkness, and amongst; 
whom the knowledge of God seems to be totally obliterated* ihav* 
yet preserved a belief that the soul survives the body, and exists 
in a separate state of consciousness ; and it is evident that the 
traditions of Primitive Revelation were the only source from which 
such a notion was derived, for it is very plain that observation and 
experience could not have led them to the conclusion. It is also 
worthy of remark, that for at least a period of a thousand years 
before the time of our Saviour's appearing in the world, the Jews 
also believed that the disembodied souls of men, both good and 
bad, continued to exist in a state of self-consciousness during the 
interval between death |tnd the Resurrection, in a certain subter- 
ranean region especially assigned to them by God, which tbey called 
"Shaul," (translated by the Seventy, "aAj/'J or the Invisible 
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•tafee* thai this notion <was prevalent in the tine of Said, is evident 
hom the history of the- Witch of Kudor, whzdh asserts that the 
spirit of Samuel was really "brought up" from the chambers of 
death, proving at least that at that early period the separate 
existence of the- disembodied soul was an act, of popular belief in 
Israeli Ahat it also! coutinued to prevail is sufficiently proved from 
Abe passage in Isaiah,' in which 'the Prophet represents the Kings 
q£i the ftatiutiq as rising from their thrones in Hades, to meet the 
coming of the King of. Babylon, and to taunt him with his fallen 
state;, fort eras adarittrngthe imagery of the Prophet to have been 
nereis a tooidbpoetic fiction? stilkit must have been familiar to the 
people* and grounded on their general persuasion* that departed 
spirits .continued to> exist in their allotted mansions, and in a statfe 
of consciousness, while the body moulders in the grave. Nor have> 
we any reason to doubt but that this same doctrine of the separate 
existence: of the soul was universally received among the Jews at* 
the time of our Saviour's appearing iu the world, and which they 
had derived foom their ancestors, who acquired it (as most probably 
every other nation acquired it) from primitive Tradition, and 
Revelation only, because if otherwise our Saviour would not have 
marie. so -many allusions to it, unless they had been able to under- 
Stand Him; which necessarily presupposes their belief in the same 
opinion. Before; however, we enter upon the proofs of this fact, 
ifc would be well to observe that "Paradise" and "Heaven" were 
in the imagination of Che Jews perfectly distinct places; for by the 
famner, (which primarily signified the "Garden of Eden" wherein 
Adam, in- his state of innocence, dwelt,) they were accustomed to 
ippsesent the stale and place of good soul's separated from their 
hddiev, and* waiting for the Resurrection, whom they believed to 
bein- a stajte of happiness far exceeding all the felicities of this life, 
Hut inferior to* hat consummate bliss which follows the -Resurrection ; 
intact, it was a familiar phrase of the Jews to say on a just man's 
dying, ^ To Bay shall he sit in the bosom of. Abraham," and it was 
their 'comtniivn opinion (as Dr. Whitby shows) that '* the souls of 
the* Righteous who were eminent for their piety were carried imme- 
diately into Paradise;" the Chaidee Paraphrase also on the Song 
aft&olottton,* takes, same notice of " the souls of the Ju9t who were 
carried intd Paradise by the hands of Angels," and Grotius in his 
Notes on Luke xxiii. 43, mentions, the hearty and serious wish of 
the Jews ' concerning their friends who were dead, in the language* 
of the Talnwidists, " Let his soul be gathered to the Garden of 
Eden," or Paradise, and in their solemn prayers for a dying person 
they nsed to say, " Let him have his portion in Paradise, and also 
in the world to come," by which latter expression they meant the 
state of the Resurrection, and plainly distinguishing it from the 
entrance into Eden, or Paradise, at the hour of death. We may, 

« Chap. ir. 18. 
O 
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of happiotass afteftdfie ItesarceeUdta* Wa>n\^y, themfpre/ eancludd 
that the soul of man does take. Us* flight for happiness or misery 
immediately&kwAX J^tei t4h* bocty* aud doeanot.aieep uuUUbe 
day of Judgment. ' * 

. <?• Wtt^W^Wj*** Church of England J^ep$ the garments 
ofHetl^Qfaffcrnaif*- . , '^ , ^ ,.''* ' t 

Nothing Wit tbe, consciousness of such conduct ap Weakens 0ie 
hope of eternal felicity, can he sufficient to ioducedny one to argue 
against the eternity of the future punishment of theViekeo^ ;Vthe 
Scriptures are, indeed, so conclusive upqri' the 4 suttjtat, Chat- We 
cauodt but fear that it is rather from an uuwillitrgYifcss to^dmit the 
dreat!' of fts -being infinite, than from Htiy feaittotWictidti to the 
contrary; that iodines our Socinian brethren* to ,dofthi itJ >4>ir 
Saviour, ttoe'Judge of both quick and dead, has declare that '\ the 
wicked shaft go away into everlasting punishment ;Vrt\iamJh»?wry 
passage >nf'*thie\ New Testament, which alludes tathsjc tgrwetsts, 
ba3\enC0F.©6d\*.8iiBilar idea, speaking oft HeU.«as> M lbe*\fira<tftat 
q&en sh^U^evqveuohed,"! "whose smoke ,ascendeth ,wqv/0fi eqer 
and<wer,\% , " where the worm dieth jwt u MndAh$.;ffce.i». 4 f$oi 
ra«il^AV||,«ll, x of.wbicb> Te,fts obviously imply the • $to$f.ty V[ <& 
future punishment, nor is ^er^ithe slightest hint g^ven ^n Scripture 
that ^^,w;2i/ f e«e^ terminate; indeed it is fully a,s reasonable to 
believe tl^ajt the, misery of the wicked should be eternal, && l^at 
the,7iappin£88 of, the right edus, which 1 the Socinian believes, 1 to? be 
without end. ," M 

\ ? \ ',' ' ' ' ," ' : '" ' > V ' .) v v >.v 

INFERENCES FROM ?t*E PRBCEtolNGr AROUMBtfrtk ' 

• Because ii has been proved that, the Doctri&s dfc tbe> Tkinlfy iv Unity, 
Op9M\8vh the-. 'tywa ftf &* &°k i^pk^ the^fcwapienf o/ .^-to^the 
separate and continued existence in a state of seff-consciousness of the disembodied 
Soulf and tne^ Eternity of future punisbm'ent, are'cleWly reveapefl lh 9erip&ire, 
thfenetfore^ \tto\ seot of 6ocinians who tf issetifc frana the » Church of J£»gUfc4 on 
account of her belief in these Doctrines, are justly chargeable wit)i } herpapfoT 
their rejection of them, and with whi^n for their .consequent sepaiation from 
Communion. /' ' '" ' ■ m ■. ' •*. = '> << » > y .fj > If 



* >4t may b^ neoesiary to observe, that the sect of Soeinians also deny the existence pf a Hewl; 

r I have jiot however; thought fit to notice it above, because I do not think that tfuchan 
opinion deserves a serious refutation ; It is evident that 6ur Savtotfr,: when accused Vy the 
Jews of performing 1 it is miracles by the aid and co-operation of Beelzebub, the Prince of 
the- Devils, in disproving the charge, clearly identified Beelzebub with Satan, or the Devil, 
" Can Satan," said He, " cast out Satan ?" and elsewhere He' eohtieamt the wicked to the 
fire prepared "for the Devil and his Angels ;" and the Apostles* distinctly speaking of Satan 
and his wiles, give us innumerable cautions against him as a real adversary of man, iiavipg 
" the power of death." 
f Matt. xxr. 40. ., f Hark ix. 45. . ft. Bey. xix. »j x*. 10. . J| Mark4x/4& 
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fowan&Svctindly, as a Member of the Sbcietyof 

'(iiHprtpeifly^ltitlhdvgk gene)rctlly, % denominated 
Quakers,) 
. Mf'*jff0 r ftofy*if i e Church of Knglund in 1 severed respects, 

- froik 
incum- 
^ f _ t to the 

l$q}M Spfflfa, f° r whqse influence they ought to wait in 
<\fflU&tiM l 4 Ulmce ; / qm oj this opinion, btqause 1 believe 
fi't/iattdivim inspiration still exists in man, which when 
u€ulled jotth, wilL communicate a divine glow of warmth 
onanditight*, which being received by any one he will hear 
^weelestial mice * in the recesses of his soul, because the 
-■ qffeete nf^the divine influence of the Holy Spirit are 
**fmrftPdiatety perceptible by an internal and instinctive 
^'cbiiXbi&ttsriiss; On this account I believe Scripture to be 





S J ;cgV{^ 'viz. Baptism, and the 

drd's ^qpper. 1 ' For I consider* the Baptism alluded to 
in the New Testament to signify only the gift of the 
Holy Ghost upon a person, or a mystical purification 
• of the soul, as is evident from the words of St. John the 
Baptist, " I indeed baptize you with water, but Christ 
jtfatfl. baptize yau wiik the H<?ly Ghost," and I look 
upon the Lord's Supper to signify merely the spiritual 
^nourishment of the inward man. Both Institutions 

- withdut doubt are mere Judaical ceremonies, and ought 
. to be abolished Jrqm the Christian Church. Ihirdly, I 

object to a distinct orderoj Clergy, and the payment of 

ir'j 23$& s / or t^cir support. Foutthly, 1 see no reason why 

"Women may not be permitted to preach in the Church as 

well as men. Fifthly, I consider it unlawful to take an 

- oath ; which scruple I found upon our Saviours prohi- 
bition, " 1 say unto you, swear not at all.'* And Sixthly, 
.1 regard it as exceedingly sinful in a Christian to beUr 

'*• fu-rns, because the Scriptures not only describe wars as 
. crimes or judgments,* but affirm that those " who tajce 
up the sword, shall perish with the sword." f 

* James iv. 1. £. & 

{ Ms**. **vf .**&— There are other -opinions which Individual Members of this Sect harp at 

several periods maintained, such as denying the Humanity of Christ, and the Resurrection 

erf ths Body, at lsast in ail but in a figurative sense, believing it to mean only a mora) 



Q.Sl^-Fbtoik* D*cbin*th*lthe 4f Qh*mV4*ef**tkmtafi0m 
Holy Spirit still exists in man f and that it is incumbent upon oil 
to uxait fwr Mis influence m proj eund. silence" any foundation 
in Scripture? , ,,j ; i >'u, i r> 

. • By no (means s it-ia rather fionnded in frae thinkings lenUwsiases, 
and spiritual pride; for the plenary inspiration^ or e^staocdmsry 
•gifts and; operations of the Holy Spirit, tfere eadqaivelyl confined 
to tl*e, JPria&tve ages of the Church, and, have notaiaee, aiad itemer 
will he again imparted to men in the same .proper you 1 ; itiqay be 
ajieritted, perhaps, that these potfer* eontiotiediiKlli'ithii Cfcarck 
for the fieai two or three centuries-, btrtithty *teretgradnaU|r ^ah- 
drawn idlpvoportion to the propagation aad aetMleauraQitlf Gb&atimti&f 
In tbei worW; for the evident design and Use! of thcav -had faeedftliy 
fMreempUahedi, which was to in?iie the attention of *ua*Fag&i*rm*»fld 
to the doctrines of the Gospel, to remove their »bia4Ji» fawner of 
t}ia Jfolis/ien professed by theeaeelvee* and their aoeeaiotavl and to 
wt^tatt ttaw inutility to the introduetieDtof ariiffieiejrfiGmdJzaail 
to seoufta inespf at aod reverence for those who* aooidfitjadicule.and 
l^ajig^wit ipp-po&ition and persecution, vera eKtrustedr w^tk it* 
establish o»eut; and dissemination. But after a certain, f»rtad> these 
Iprejudjcefl. a»d this apposition on the part of .mea^ and >tinsb 
hisdffvycee which, India other and various extraordinary aewrbeav 
hadnbiMaentO; obstructed its progress, gradually subsided, i end? 4fce 
only refraining: jOpftfsitidft with which it Would (have tfettonbtnd 

i«**Trt * — pf** 1 . . 1 , t _^ 1 , , .,,,, „ . „• , 1 . , , „ , i, - I O ii . i l 

retioVaflofa, that ft, a Hring from the death of sin, to the life of righteousness : but at these 
•eadiftents are hot generally adapted by tWe Body of Quakers, r have fortiori fe iatr&W* 
item. ?anr^oiisetio2Yti*,<*tl»ifh we Sod fit Lake <*H Ifreqpbitt* tt)fb»tdfr fri)HtoV1 
an* St Paul, addreflaipg FestM by the TiUe of " Most Nob|e f V &f. • This a^JwatOTftt, 
contend that Mime ib unlawful in Christian Worship; an objection which f flflnR flabst 
tottterittittiaiefronv wtlful pfejtkdtoe life* tre* any seHopteorivfettort >oi Ife^ U^ Sj pl y^' 
forever? aa#efl upon ear*,, piviU*e4 $r ba#*iroae,-b*v* nudfe mVf9Sl9<^Mt^ M*** 

. paid by x them to the God whom they adored « it was practised, hy the .Jews before the fow 
IftfegWen, as wel»*s aftwr, the fcook of WalmV tfonsisty whorfy of rWgfouTttMgs *Ysea 
ftaflalsXK.,** Jasa M>JtaiMl«H P»#iJhA* fbJMeO, that M thetbilM WH*tofetf^$»t9 
ahali sing for the majesty "of the Lord, and glorify Godwin the fete*, tg-ftyfjptj^ft %|A> 
Britain ; (Isaiah xxiv. 14. 15.) Music has also been consecrated to Religious Worship from 
tfte'4etati&«t<agtfe of felMstfahity, and tUeVusfomls rfoHete £eh*fai tifak ax#e\ft ( } tfttW 
^b?sie4 1 Saviour Himself , Bong an hysinj.dttirkiKix. 264 id'Ok Faai awttSUM, grabbf 
prison, "sung praises unto God," t Acta xvi. «>.) w-hich is enjoined both btjtheJarm* 
St. Barnes; (fepti. v. 19; Col. ill 16; Jas. V. 13 the Primitive Christians, also, t&Otin 
tvraaataiyr parUPtfrtfr wt*%tu>; as noUmry Ecclesiastical WHters^nthe»thefil>Btfe«< 
Inferfn ns; afid whole Congregations joju in it In a word, the mHo<|rofI^aere4 1. 

• inspires religious devotion, and, therefore, St Basil ascribes the introduction of it a? the 
Moly QhoSi M th«M words-** Emilrt ya^ «% ri ftnvttA To ciytov Jt^aWtQ^y 
w^tj Afirdi w yf>o^ r^y av^ww^v, xa/ 5\£ 'to ar^or Sj^w tS QfSftjti* 
*otray»*\u$as yd**, ri moiit ; rj lx rfo ptkuVias rltfttti** rtis ityp&an 
ryxaTt(A.i%Bv, Ua ru Kgopyivit xat Xet'a r%t axons to fx Ta/» X&yeuv wtytXiyuo* 
X«»0*ir6VJai vyo if *va9at, Atx ru'ro, roc ha^ltta^avra ulki>"r& 
4/*X^a/i» tf/iv fcw;»«vo?5?A/ ha ot irlxT^Bs ri* fasxim'i xaVt&as ot hdf6t r$ 
%Qos ru fA.lv Soxe<v ptXaitiwo'i, Ty o** akt)Qtta ras \|/t/^if lx vat iiiguflat S> 
vfc **t*f $*tm*r rft ^oWxsiM' 6>9 wt h<t *f»*»- tarf4# ?w^tTlr\t 
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i«« fW» »o<'jitpcrt^^ttliartdiu^ eintoewtt period,* Jbnt 
Wnhpip bases* th» Charon ^tauthe.<end of fliewKftki* ttos*r«r*rkl 
atdioeey aflen^one^of lh» lioly^pint^iifn^witiid^vrnV>ml the 
Word of God and the ordinary influences of Hia Holy ftnir#/ were 
l^toi4^tt»iOTi«iettbe •ttlmlifrd of rta»/ This^wt, therefore/ in 
enfesoiaisttagrtihvoplnian of the plenary and extrajwdinar^uspiretioQ 
alxAaolMycftpirit 'in the present day, have offbaded. against the 
dsaeet band, declared object of. Revelatioa ; fen *>y poeseiuflmg to 
•tteniptliothMi^iinlil'|na«d thereto by Him, they secretlyestablish 
ajxiauv toiJinfattibUity ftod> perfection' at the aeaaonofiHie'attual 
inJi|iTra^iv>aii4^bely attribute tfuir ©rrore *nd 'weakfoilies to* 
|KB.dtttsn4 influence; which tends to debase the majesty of iRelj^iofr/ 
artd tbeidatinre ief th^ Holy ^ Spirit, and to render the elevation e# 
tnecbeaetutniGed tar acre mechanical practice. The otoieae eonaeJ* 
eeemte'ef saehs*>dectfine, if carried to extremes, atmmnta tothis; 
eithei;thatw*>mitst remain in a perfect state of ttiacti*n>b*«ea«i0gi 
taiaak>a«yHaiDg bf God until we have received a pttrtjtcsjiar'iiiepiva.* 
Hob, orelae :we moat believe that we have a right tq attribute to* 
tile inspiration of the Holy Ghost, thoae irregular motion* which* 
tkeiileafraeay> raise, in the Boat perfect contemplation, It is/ 
theacforey very evident from the aati+cbristien peeaiiarfty and 
wddnesa of tbie opinion, which require* its-Discipka to -reject the* 
Bseanei of. grace* (that is, the^woJSacramenta,) to slight aipindly, 
aneWr the visionary notion of em Inward light . and Spirit, toe> 
atontng sacrifice and mediatorial office of Christ; with every funda- 
mental article of the Christian faith, and to convert the whole 
Geepei of Christ into a mere allegory, that thiecennot be a Scriptural 
doctrine, and, therefore, that the Church of England is fully justified 
tarejeetieg it, and not requiring her members " to submit themoolvce 
te*<tbe Hory spirit, and to wait for His influence in profound silence." 

' fj. 82.— -How do you refute the arguments employed bp the 
Quujters to justify their rejection of the two Sacraments, Baptism 
and ***» itfrd's Sapper ? 

* The pernicious consequences of the doctrine refuted in the pre- 
oeding anewer are evident in nothing; more than in its tendency to 
allegorize all the facta of the Gospel, and to place the whole of 
Religion in the internal feelings of the mind, or what the Quakers 
are pleased to denominate, the voice and working motion of the 
Spirit: for it is upon this ground only that they withhold Baptism, 
and refuse to partake of the Sacrament of the Lord's Sapper. 
Now, first, with respect to their arguments against the Sacrament 
of Baptism, that it means only " the gift of the Holy Ghost open 
a person," because John the Baptist said, " I indeed baptize yon 
with water, but Christ shall baptize you with the Holy Ghost; 9 
it is evident that John did not mean that Christians should not be 
baptized with water, (for oar Saviour exptaanly reoaire* that we 
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mast be "born of wafer," as well as u of the Spirit," to qualify its 
for an entrance iuto " the Kingdom of Gad,"*) but only that the 
Holy Ghost should be poured out upon Christians in a greater 
degree than was imparted to John's Disciples. For if it. were not 
so, why did our Saviour expressly command His Apostles to " Go, 
and baptize all nationsV't Moreover, the Apostles iu variably 
baptized with water; Philip baptized the Eunuch with water , for. 
we read that "they both weut down into the water, and he. 
baptized him."}; Again, when Cornelius had been already baptised: 
with the Holy Ghost, (as the Quakers term it,) St. Peter asked, 
"Can any man forbid water, that these should not be baptized, 
which have received the Holy Ghost as well as we.' § All the first 
Christians also, from the earliest ages of the Church to the present: 
day have baptized, and with water, A custom, therefore, sanctioned 
by uninterrupted autiquity, is not to be abolished by the mere 
fancy of men. Secondly, with respect to the Sacrament of the 
Lord's Supper, not only did our Saviour administer it in His own 
person, but he also, enjoined it to be continued afterwards,. m 
remembrance of Him, " Do this," says He, " in remembrance of 
me ;"|| so. that if this Rite was appointed to be done in remembrance 
of Christ, after His death, or after His Body should be broken; 
and His Blood shed, it follows that the institution was designed 
and ordained equally for all ages of the Church, and for all 
Christians in every age % and to be continued in the Church a& a 
memorial of Christ. We read, moreover, that St. Paul commands 
all to examine themselves, and " so to eat of that bread and drink 
of that cup ;"H he asserts also that he received these instructions 
immediately from Christ, "for," says he, "I have received of the 
Lord (by revelation) that which also 1 delivered uuto you; the 
cup of blessing which we bless, is it not the Communion of tjje. 
blood of Christ ? the bread which we break, is it uot the Communion 
of the body of Christ]"** The practice of the very first Christians 
confirms the truth of this declaration, for the Corinthian Christians, 
plainly thought themselves obliged to meet for that purpose, as is 
evident from St. Paul's instructions. to them, with relation to the* 
original institution and design of these meetings, and the rebukes 
he gives them for their unworthy manner of celebrating it, but als,o 
from the very forcible reason which he at the same time assigns, 
not only for their performance of it, but also for that of all suc- 
cessive ages, urging the authority and end of the institution itself, 
as an argument for the attendance of all Christians upon it in such 
a maimer as to answer that end, strongly asserting their obligation 
by "eating of the bread and drinking of the cup" to <f shew the. 
death of Christ till he come" again to Judgment ; on which account 

« John ill. 5. + Mark xvi. 15. 16. . % Acts vili. 36. 3a \ Acts x. 47. 

Laktxxii. 19; John vi. S3 j see also Matt xxrt 26-48 s Mark xif. 28*24 ; Lake xxii lft ta 

** 1 Cor. x. 10. 
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' W6 retiil* that although there were some heretlcS that 1 'deified this 
Sacrament, yet it was only some of the grossest and most enormous 
ones, and such as denied the Scriptures also. 

Q.'t&.—Hdtv do you prove that the Quakers are unwarranted 
fn rifuslwg t6 retognize a distinct Order of Cler^gfy f iri their 
perimstiion of the preaching of Women, and iti their Objections 
againsfihe payment of Tithes 1 
'- Ag it has been the object of a former Chapter* to prove that 
Religion c;4n by no means continue in a country without a distinct 
Order of CleVgy, secluded from every other employment but ihat 
6f preaching the Gospel ; and as it has been satisfactorily shown 
in another Chapter, f that our blessed Saviour Himself/ although 
* seen of above five hundred Disciples at once"X (whicjj prjVes at 
feast that He had that number of Disciples in one place alone,) 
nevertheless did designedly select from the whole number Eighty-two 
(via. the Twelve and the Seventy) upon whom alone as -* His 
Athbatssa:doVs,"§ He conferred a commission to preach,' seVek^mg 
them by a mark of separation (that is, a Ministerial power 1 )' "from 
^dther men/and making them a special and distinct Order, conse- 
crated to His service in things with which others may not interfere, 
abd'enforcing upon them the abandonment of their fofhier pro- 
fessions; and as it has been also proved in the same Chapter, t 
thatHe was followed in this respect by His holy Apostle's, (one of 
whom; "St. Paul, divides the Body 6f the Christian Church into 
* two parts, naming the one part "•l&tfraf," or the Order of Laity, 
'ind the other tfie Order of the Clergi/, respecting which latter 
OrtfeY'He eriiphaticalljfinquires, •' How can, (or darej tl% preach, 
linlfess' they be sent,*'H or ordained by prdpeV'(i. e. Ejriscopal) 
'authority !' As all this has been already proved elsevvhere, it would 
'He ah fale 'waste of time to repeat the nuinerous arguments therein 
advanced. ' tot it riot however be forgotten, that Koran, Dathan, 
8 fltiU'A , birah, were swallowed up in tire earth for denying the neces- 
sity of a distinct Order of Clergy, and alleging that "all the 
Congregation were holy, every one of them, and the Lord was 
*amOng 5 thirim," and therefore fit to be Ministers, and let 'us fear 
8 fest we, "perish in the gainsaying of Koran,"** as some Christians 
°j>crishedi As for the allowing of the preaching of Women, it is 
•expressly forbidden by St. Paul in these words, ' * c Let the Women 
learn in silence with all subjection, but I suffer" not a "Woman to 
teach, nor to usurp authority over the man, but to be in silence ; M tt 
a'nd elsewhere he writes, " Let your Women keep silence in the 
Church, for it is not permitted unto them to speak; but they are 
commanded to be under obedience, as saith also the Law ; for it 
is a shame for Women to speak in the Church.**JJ I now hasten 
to the consideration of the question of the payment of " Tithes" 

» Chap. ii. t Chap. iii. Quest 22. t 1 Cor. xv. 6. \2 Cor. v. 20 ; Matt x. 5 ; Luke x. 1. 
1 Bom. x. 15. +* Jnd«, yene 11. ft 1 Tim. ii. 11. 12. %t 1 Cor. xiy. 34 35. 

P P 
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to tbe Clergy. Now, in the first place, no one can doubt but that 
it is incumbent upon all men to honour God not only inwardly, but 
also outwardly and visibly with their wealth, as Solomon observes, 
"Honour the Lord with thy substance and with the chief of thy 
revenue." Hence we read that all nations from the earliest ages 
have admitted the propriety of allotting a certain portion of their 
property and possessions to the service of God — thu9 Abel presented 
to God the fattest of all the lambs in his whole flock, thus Hannah 
resigned her dear son Samuel to the Lord, and thus the first-born 
males in the ancient world, were by virtue of their birth (being the 
chief of the offspring of men) made Priests of God. Now the 
seasons on account of which we are required to honour God with a 
part of our wealth (for the payment of •• Tithes" is called u an 
honouring of the Lord"*) are plain aud obvious, for our riches are 
His as much as the days of our life ; not let it be supposed that 
He has any need of worldly possessions, but that he accepts them, 
and that for four reasons — first, as an acknowledgment of His 
superior dominion, by whose benevoleuce we have the whole,-*- 
secondly, as a testimony of our affection towards Him, and of 
gratitude, because all that we have is from Him, — thirdly, as a 
means for the support and continuance of Religion, which cannot 
be upheld without the help of riches, thereby converting temporal 
things to eternal uses, and providing for the perpetuity of Religion 
by that which is most transitory, — and, fourthly, because that a* 
most men are so fond of wealth for the power and influence which it 
gives them in the world, and so generally impute the possession of 
it to nature,*chance, or fortune, and so seldom to the bounty of 
Providence who bestows it, therefore, unless they acknowledge that 
Providence by a kind of continual tribute, it is reasonable to be 
believed that in a short time they would learn to forget whosg 
tenants they are, and imagine that the world is their absolute, 
free, and independent inheritance: for these reasons it is our duty 
to honour God with our worldly property, not only by spending it 
in a lawful manner, but also by alieuating from ourselves some 
reasonable portion of it, and offering np the same to Him ; in % 
word, "rendering unto God the things that be GodV't Being; 
thereforo, satisfied that a portion of our property is to be converted 
to God, our next consideration will be, first, what portion is so to 
be converted? secondly, how it ought to be paid, that is, whether 
in kind or in money? and thirdly, to whom it ought to be paid! 
In reply to the first enquiry, it may be observed that there is great 
reason why a tenth of our worldly profits should be considered the 
most proper and suitable for the portion of God ; for all things are 
created by Him in such a manner that the forms which give them 
their distinction are number, their operations, measure, and their 

* Prov. iii 9. 
t " T« r£ ®iu a<p/ef a»0i>W or according to Tertulllan, " Pietatis deposit*. *> 
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natter, weight; three is the mystical number of God's perfections 
within Himself; seven the number whereby our own perfections 
through grace are ordered; and ten the number of the perfections 
of nature, for the beauty of nature is order, and the foundation of 
order, number, and of number, ten is the highest we can rise to 
without a repetition of numbers under it ; nature, therefore, could 
not better acknowledge the power of the God of nature, than by 
assigning unto Him that quantity which is, as it were, the continent 
of all she possesses: hence we read that of the spoils which 
Abraham had taken in war, he delivered the tenth to Melchisedek,* 
and Jacob vowed to God the tenth of all the property he might 
acquire in Mesopotamia, for the maintenance of His worship,t as 
it is written, "the tenth shall be holy unto the Lord. n J With 
respect to the second enquiry, how this tenth portion is to be paid, 
that is, whether in kind, or in money, there can be no question 
but that the truest and surest way for God to have always His own, 
is by making Him payment in kind, not only because that prices 
daily change, and therefore that nature, being commonly the same, 
must necessarily be the most impartial and permanent standard 
between God and man, but also because by making Him payment 
in kind we pay Him with the very self-same riches, which, through 
His gracious blessing, the earth continually yields, and which, as 
coming from Him to ns by the natural course of His Providence, 
we know to be innocent and pure, and therefore best accepted, 
because less spotted with the stain of unlawful, or iudirect procure* 
tnent. Thirdly, in reply to the enquiry, to whom this payment in 
kind of the tenth of our property is to be made, it is very evident 
that (although it must necessarily be committed to the hands of 
men, yet) no man, or community of men, has any right or pro* 
prietorsbip in Ecclesiastical goods or possessions; it is clear, both 
from the Jewish and Primitive Christian Churches, that God being 
honoured with them by the Laity, has appointed His Ministers as 
the Stewards of His Temporal revenues, to receive and dispose of, 
for their own maintenance, the gifts and oblations offered to Him; 
thus He bestowed the Tithes offered to Him by the Jews upon the 
Levites,§ and of the spoils taken iu war, that part which they were 
accustomed to separate unto God, they brought to His Priests; by 
which we learn that the Ministers of God do not receive these 
Temporal benefits by way of stipend at men's hands in lieu of 
services for which they are hired, because that which is paid them 
is homage and tribute due to God Himself, and, therefore, that 
being His servants, and not the servants of the Laity, they receive 
that stipend from Him, and not from them. Now God and His 
Clergy were owners of many things under the law, and the Priests 
and Levites were not only supported by the Tithes of the corn, 
wine, oil, fruit, cattle, &c.|| but possessed nineteen other sources 

• GejL xir. 80. t Gen. zxriil 32. % Lev. xxvii. 3 \ Numb, xiiii. SI. %^ 

|| Ley. xxvii. 30. 31. 32, 
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of income, m all that was spent iu legal sacrifices, the usual 
oblations, aud offerings, the first fruits, that which they vowed 
upon extraordinary occasions to God, &c. &c.;* and moreover, 
even in the divisions of the land for inheritance, there was always 
enjoined " an. holy portion of the land for the Priests, the Miatsiers 
of the Sanctuary ,"t and indeed it may be safely assumed, upon a 
moderate estimate that the Jewish Levi tee, being but>one twelfth 
part of the whole .nation, did actually receive as much as one third 
(instead of one. tenth) of all such goods as tbe country produced. 
Satisfied, therefore, as we must be, that tbe payment, of Tithes 
was i lawfully exacted by the Clergy of the Jewish Church, I will 
now endeavour to prove that a similar payment pay be lawfully 
demanded by the Clergy of the Christian Church>~-first, as it refers 
to the Primitive Church, and secondly, as it respects tbe Church 
of England: with regard to the former (the Primitive Church) it 
appears pretty clear even if Tithes, as now constituted; were not 
actually paid, yet that, if circumstances had permitted such pay- 
ment jto have been made, (for the Primitive Christians for noarly 
th*ee centuries inhabited countries in which Paganism was th# 
Religion established by law,) there can be no doubt but that it 
would have been exacted ; aud from three reasons, first, from the 
apparent perpetuity of the original institution in the Jewish Church*; 
secondly, from the prectpts of our Saviour aud His Apostles upon 
the ^abject ; and, thirdly, from the practice of the Christian Church 
inUfee earliest succeeding ages, .Now in the first place, it is very 
certain that if the payment of a tenth of our property was not 
inte»4e4 for the perpetual benefit of the Church of God, as well 
Jewish as Christian, the Almighty would never have opened' such 
a door of abuse by their primary institution, for if acceptable^ all, 
it cannot but be more acceptable the more it tended to perpetuity i 
moreover, if the original design and object of all such offerings td 
God was. {as I have shown) to acknowledge His dominion ov«r*alfy' 
and to testify our own gratitude and affection to Him, and the use 

+ We may form a tolerable estimate of the Revenues of the Jewish Clergy from the voluntary 
gifts and donations of the Laity for the erection of their Tabernacle and the two Templet; 
a|fhough their meant could not have been great in the 'Wilderness when they built tb* ( 
former, yet after it had been furnished with every necessary ornament, tbe very metal of J 
the vessels, which the Princes of the twelve Tribes gave to Clod for their first present!, 
(Nttmb. vH. 85. 86.) amounted to 2,400 shekels (i.<e. half-ounces) of silver, and 120 shekels of 
gold. With wpqct to the fcifts of the Temple, we may conjecture from the fact that 
(.whilst the entire charge of the Tabernacle did not amount to 30 cichars, or 54,060 shekels) 
the sum which David delivered into Solomon'6 hands for that purpose (over and besides the 
wood, marble, iron, brass, vestments, precious stones, &c.J was 8000 cichara (or 14*500,000 
shekels) of gold, and 17,000 cichars (or 31,600,000 shekels) of silver. Moreover, after this 
first Temple was destroyed by the enemy, and the second erected, there remained, after the 
building was finished, in the coffers of the Church, to uphold the fabric, 660 cichars (or 
1,170,000 shekels) of silver, and 100 cichars (or 180,000 shekels) of gold; to which were added 
by Nehemias, of his own free gift, 1000 drachmt of gold, 50 vessels of silver, and 530 Priest's 
vestments, (Nehem. vii. 70.) and by the other Princes, 20,000 drachms of gold, and 2,200 
placet of silver j and by the rest of the people 20,000 drachms of gold, and 2000 of silver, &^ 
f Eaek. xlr. 1-* 



to wiiich they were devoted was for the perpetual maintenance of 

His Clergy, (on which account the law of Moses made very careful 

provision that the fields of Levitical cities should " not be sold, 

because it was their perpetual possession,"*) so it is just as 

reasonable that Christians should acknowledge the supreme dominion 

of God* .and testify their gratitude and affection to Him, as that 

Jews should do it, (it being the duty of all in every age to "render 

unto God the things which be God's, "t) and it being quite as 

necessary that the Christian Clergy should be maintained as the 

Jewish, and,, therefore, if maintained, why not by Tithes, seeing 

that, a tenth is the portion mo6t acceptable to God: secondly, with 

respect to the opinion of our Saviour and His Apostles on the 

subject of Tithes , it will be sufficient for our purpose to be convinced 

that He has no where forbidden them, for it is altogether vain and 

superfluous to expect any enforcement or command of Tithes to the 

Chiistia<i< Church in a heathen land, before they could possibly 

be paid; because, therefore, if it had been the intention of our 

Saviour to have made any alteration in this respect, He would 

m$«t decidedly have forbidden Tithes altogether, if it can be but 

proved that He has no where forbidden them in the Gospel, we 

may Reasonably infer that it was not His intention to make any 

such, alteration, and, therefore, that this question stands in the 

Christian Church precisely as it did in the Jewish ; unless it can be 

proved, (which would be absurd) that Tithes were only prefigurative 

and ceremonial, iu which case I would beg to be informed what 

thing in the Christian Church they could possibly prefigure, or 

typify, for they differed in every respect from the Sacrifices with 

which God was before honoured, and which were no longer accepted ; 

for it will be ever our houuden duty to " honour God with our 

ricke*»"% Now we read that our blessed Saviour Himself approved 

of the mode of payment of Tithes among the Jews § and as the 

Wise. Men honoured Him, "opened their treasures, and presenting 

uif£#'Hm) gifts, gold, incense, aud myrrh,"j| we may iufer that He 

was graciously pleased still to accept all such Offerings, as a kind 

of homage testifying their gratitude towards Him*— on this account, 

probably, it was that He enjoined all still to "render nnto God the 

things ihat be God's," t and had " the bag" in which to keep those 

treasures which the faithful offered Him;1I He also promised a 

great reward to those at whose hands His Prophets aud Ministers 

should receive but the meanest act of friendly civility, although it 

were but a draught of water, which promise does by no means 

imply that Christ had rendered them incapable of any higher 

courtesy, or had promised reward to snch as give them but that, 

but to such as leave them but that ; for, after declaring " the 

workman to be worthy of his meat, and the labourer worthy of his 

ft J*y. X*T, SI f Lake xx. 25. % Psal. 1. 13. 14. \ Matt xxUi. S3. . | Matt U. U % 
% Sm John xil *i also Aug, cap, 15. do Menda, 
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hire,"* and maintenance, after enforcing the abandonment of their 
profession, and the carrying no purse nor provision with them, (by 
which He evidently intended that they should be supported by the 
people,) He assures them that they should " receive even in this 
world a hundred fold." It is, therefore, very evident that our 
Saviour, by debarring His Ministers from worldly and secular 
employments, and requiring them to devote their time and attention 
to the study and preaching of the Gospel, would not have objected 
to any mode of Clerical remuneration whatever, much less would 
He have disapproved of that particular mode by which the Clergy 
under the law were maintained, (viz. Tithes^) especially as that 
mode was ordained and appointed by God Himself. Nor were His 
Apostles less earnest that (as God Himself nnder the kw ordained 
and appointed a living, or maintenance for His Ministers, that 
they might not labour with their hands, like other men, to obtain 
a subsistence, so) under the Gospel those who were debarred from 
worldly and secular employments, and devoted thefr time and 
attention to the study and preaching of the Gospel, should be 
sufficiently remunerated for their labour, for "who goeth a warfare 
at his own charges? who planteth a vineyard, and eateth not of 
the fruit thereof? or who feedeth a flock, and eateth not of the 
milk of the Hock?"}; Now the first gifts consecrated to Christ, 
after His departure out of the world, were sums of money, for "as 
many as were possessors of lands or houses sold them, and brought 
the prices of the things that were sold, and laid them down at the 
Apostle's feet; and distribution was made unto every man according 
as he had need."§ The reasons why the Apostles received money 
instead of lands, &c. was, as Melchiades observes, " because they 
foresaw that God would have His Church among the Gentiles, and, 
therefore, they took no lands in Judea, but oply the prices of lands 
that were sold ;"|| indeed the state of those times (Christianity not 
being yet legally established in any country) required it elsewhere 
as in Judca. Now as the Apostles are recorded to have disposed 
by distribution " to every man according as he had need," it is not at 
all likely that they should neglect to furnish also themselves and the 
subordinate Ministers of the Church with ample provision for their 
maintenance; we arc justified in this conclusion by their own 
words— "Do ye not know," says St. Paul, "that they which 
minister about holy things live of the things of the Temple? and 
they which wait at the Altar, are partakers with the Altar? even 
so hath the Lord ordained that they which preach the Gos,pel 
should live of the Gospel ;"H so that it is evident that u the Lord 
(Jesus Christ) had ordained" that His Ministers under the Gospel 
should have as large and ample a share out of His Treasury as the 
Priesthood enjoyed under the law; viz. a tenth of the produce of 

« &uke x, 7. 8, J i Cor. ix. 7. < Acts iv. 34. 35. || Melchiades c. 12. p. 1. cap. » a $ 
f 1 Cor. ix. 1% It 
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the land, &c. because that particular proportion (as has been 
already shown) was for moral considerations thought the fittest by 
God Himself, and therefore set down and appoiuted in Scripture : 
and (as under the law also) the Primitive Christian Clergy oftener 
exceeded, 1 han fell short of, that particular proportion, for St. Paul 
in commending the Churches which were in Macedonia for their 
exceeding liberality to their Ministers, declares that he himself 
would bear record (to the shame of our modern Christian Laity be 
it spoken) that they had manifested their forwarduess not only 
according "to their power," bat even beyond their power," and 
had so much exceeded his expectations of them, that they seemed 
as it were even to " give auny their own selves, (first) to the Lord," 
aays the Apostle, " and then unto us by the will of God, so that 
their deep poverty abounded unto the riches of their liberality, "* * 
to God, as the owner of such gifts, which " they prayed us with 
much intreaty that we would receive,"t and to us, as the appointed 
Receivers, Treasurers, and Dispensers of His Temporal Revenues. 
It was not possible, however, for the Apostles to have effected all 
at once what they wished in this respect ; we must, therefore, look 
to the succeeding ages of Christianity for clearer information upon 
the subject — We read that (as Irenoeus, the Disciple of Pol year p, 
declares " we offer unto God our goods as tokens of thankfulness 
for that which we receive," J and Origen, " He who worships God 
must by gifts and oblations acknowledge Him the Lord of all,"§ 
so) it was an universal opinio u in the Primitive ages of the Church, 
that no will was made Christianlike, nor any thing well bequeathed, 
unless something was thereby added to the Patrimony of Christ. 
For some time (as we have seen) the Christian Clergy received 
money oo\y, (i.e. "the prices of the lands that were sold,") but 
when it appeared more convenient for the Clergy to receive the 
lands themselves, rather than the price aud value of them when 
sold, the former custom was changed for this, because those who 
wished to testify their gratitude to Christ by dedicating lauds and 
goods for the maintenance of His Ministers, caused their works of 
piety and liberality to remain thereby for ever ; by which means it 
came to pass, that the Church from time to time had Revenues 
proportionable to the poorer or wealthier estate of Christians ; many 
of the Emperors themselves (and particularly Constantiue) showing 
great zeal and generosity for this purpose, the style of ancient 
grants and charters being, "We have given unto God both for 
ourselves, and onr heirs, for ever;" " We know," says Charles the 
Great, "that the goods of the Church are the sacred endowments 
of God, to the Lord our God we offer and dedicate whatsoever we 
deliver unto His Church."]] Indeed, in the Histories of the Church, 
and in the writings of the ancient Fathers for a period of more than 

• S Cor. vUi S. a ft. f Ven. 4, t Irenaw lib. lr. c 31 \ Orig. in 18 Num. Horn. xi. 
U Mag. Char, c 1. caplt. Carol. I yl c. 284. 
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three centrales, we find no other mode of maintenance for the 
Clergy than a Treasury furnished through the devotion of the Laity, 
bestowing sometimes goods, and sometimes lands, and out of this 
Treasury the charge of the service of God was defrayed, aud the 
Bishop and the Inferior Clergy were maintained; but as soon as 

m the state of the Church could admit of it, they considered it most 
natural and (it that God should receive His ancient and accustomed 
Revenue of Tithes from all men as before, which mode was soon 
after very generally adopted, or rather resumed. As for the manner 
in which these Tithes were first directed to be appropriated, we 
have reason to believe that they were divided into four portions, 
one for the use of the Bishop, one for maintaining the fabric of the 
Church, one for the nse of the poor, and the other for the'officiating 

* Clergyman ; after this, (as originally in the Church of England also) 
there were on^y three divisions. This conside r ation, however, 
briiigs us to the Church of England in which Tithes were' instituted 
not long after the conversion of the Saxons by St. Augustine ; it is 
indeed unnecessary, at this period of the argument, to look back 
for ten centuries and to examine how aud by what means they were 
first obtained, because our question is rather with the Church of 
England in the present day, than with the Church of England when 
subject to the Pope of Rome : it will be sufficient to believe that 
she can establish a legal Title to this property, far stronger than 
that of any other Title to property in the kingdom, for whilst ail 
other possessions have undergone repeated and serious transfers, 
she still enjoys this Freehold which was given her more than a 
thousand years since ; and her right has not only been confirmed 
by Magna Charta, in the first chapter of which, it is .expressly 
declared that " the Church shall enjoy all her rights (and" of course 
her Temporalities included) inviolate" but no King'bas "been 
crowned in England since the Revolution of 1688, without solemnly 
attesting an oath, that the Church shall be so protected in all her 
rights and privileges, and of course in her title to Tithes. But 
because it has been admitted, that prior to the Reformation the 
Tithes were subject to this triple charge, viz. the repairs of the 
Church, the support of the Poor, and the maintenance of the 
Incumbent, let it not be inferred that the Revenues of the present 
Protestant Clergy, (who are not chargeable with the first two,) are 
therefore three times as much in amount as the income of the 
Romish Priests before the Reformation: for it is evident from 
History, first, that the Tithes (even whilst the Church of Rome 
enjoyed the great Tithes of every Parish in England) formed the 
very smallest part of the wealth of the Romish Clergy, for they 
were proprietors of full half the land in the country, (indeed the 
Act of Mortmain was passed only to prevent them from accumulating 
more landed property,) ana they exacted under one shape or 
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»ftaoiher of Ecclesiastical extortion, a poll tax. of more in amount 
.than all the taxes paid by the people; secondly, that notwith- 
standing all these sources of Revenue, the Romish Parochial Clergy 
,did not maintain the poor with any part of the Tithes, but suffered 
them to be awept away every three or four years by famine; indeed 
the .pqor were principally maintained from the Monasteries, and 
.not by the Parochial Tithes, so that after the suppression of those 
; Institutions by the King, and his seizure of the property belonging 
^o them, the poor were thrown upon the country in a state/, of 
.destitution, until the reign of Elizabeth, when the poor laws were 
framed, which remain, with some alterations, to the presen.tr day ; 
• thirdly,, that the expense of repairing the Churches also* was never 
defrayed from the Tithes, for the numerous testamentary bequests, 
drawn from the sick and dying by the terrors of Purgatory, fee. 
furnished ample funds fop that purpose. Any comparispn, there- 
fore, that may be made between the Revenues of the .Rqinish 
Priests and the present income of the Protestant Clergy of the 
Church of England, must tell most decidedly in favour of the.latfer ; 
for as it is both false and scandalous to assert that the Romish 
Clergy had but one third of the Tithes only for their maintenance, 
.(for they enjoyed ail the Tithes, both great and small, oi every 
Parish in England, they possessed half the laud of the country, 
and amongst other fruitful sourses of gain, levied a poll tax. of wore 
in amount thim all the taxes paid by the people,) so on the ,pther 
band it is equally false and scandalous to insinuate t\\nt the 
Protestant Clergy have now more than one third of the Titles 
.only, (to say nothing of the poll tax, the enormous extortions 
arising from private confessionals, private masses, and the direct 
or testamentary payments for Transubstantiation, &c. all which 
"gainful traffic' 1 ceased at the Reformation,) for the insatiable 
, rapacity of Henry . the Eighth mercilessly deprived the Church 
of England of the other two thirds, whilst the iniquitous and 
grasping spoliation of those " foul and ravenous harpies," his 
Courtiers, by his and their heartless dissolutions and impropriations 
reduced her Clergy to comparative beggary and humiliation, and 
left so little of the Tithes of Benefices for ministering Clergymen, 
that it is npou record that in many Parishes there was scarcely 
enough left to buy even bread for the Incumbents and their famiiips; 
in short it is a notorious fact, that if the present wealth of the 
Church of England were thrown into a consolidated fund, it would 
be found, on an equal distribution, to give little more than a 
pittance to each of her Ministers, and by no means to put them 
. upon a pecuniary footiug with their Presbyterian Brethren in 
Scotlaud, their Dissenting Brethren in England, or with the Roman 
Priesthood in Ireland.* No really pious Christian, therefore, who 

* It has been well ascertained, that npon a moderate calculation the Church of England wai 
• loser by Dissolutions and Impropriation* of an annual rerenue of Six Million* of pounds 
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has the success of Religion at heart, could seriously wistt any larthdr 
diminution of an income already 80 reduced; such an one would 
consider that as the Clergy contribute their share to >thsi pikfelfe 
Revenue, and are by law precluded from the ways by which Laymen 
provide for themselves and families, not being pennittedito engagb 
in any profession, or civil vocation, that, therefore, rtbey alone 
ought not to be curpcd at, and excepted against, for the possfessiota 
of that to which they have a just and lawful Title, by thellaws 
both of God and man, whilst every other class of many Ani* Jttile 
benefit soever they may confer upon the State, ane- hot -at; ail 
complained of for holding that which they have lawfully aoauwed/ 
although they have not near so many calls upon their benevolence 
and charity as have the Clergy, whoso poverty prevent* . fcfot 
success of their Ministry, not only by incapacitating them from 
doing good to their poorer parishioners, but by subjecting thtm to 
the coutempt of those by whom wealth is held in such high estima- 
tion. The only reasonable objection, indeed, that can be adduced 
against the enforcement of Tithes is that it is a hardship, being 
a tax upon the land; but this is absurd, because; Tithes are 
no more a tax upon the land than is the reut of the landford floor 
can it be a hardship to be compelled to make over to the lawful 
proprietors that produce which never was, and never could be* the 
property of the Tithc*payer,t especially if we refletot, thatniii 
consequence of the assignment of such a share, oc tenth part*, a 
proportionable allowance is always made to his tenaut shy ; the 
landlord, and to the purchaser of that laud by the previous possessor, 
but that the land, which is tithe-free, and not -subject. <to. such, to 
payment, is sold, or rented, at a comparatively higher; mtfi* TV» 
these considerations we may add, that in the particular instance of 
our own Church, her Clergy, although qualified for their> tticrcd 
office, by a long and expensive education, are neHwrtheletes jtafy 
moderate in the enforcement of this claim, and too * frequently 

sterling at the Reformation. The Dissolutions comprised 645* Abbeys and 1 Monasteries' of 
from £200. to £35,000. annual income, 2394 Chantries and Chapels,' &e. Th* I iri propria txWrt 
consisted of the great Tithes of 3687 Parishes, which were transferred to £*y«** (in tefl 
many cases) profoundly indifferent to all Religion, The result of all this sacrilegious 
pillaging was, that in the reign of Queen Anne there were no less than 107f Livings of only 
£10. clear annual value, 1467 of only £20. per annum, 1 126 of £30, per annum, 10*9 oj £401 
and 884- of £60. I am ready to admit that there are many which; far ^x«Qed thi»,p}tifol 
amount, but the whole number, if equally divided, average but £141.' per annum; vix. the 
Rectories £162. each, and the Vicarages £106. I do iri my conscience believe, that if the 
Church of England were to receive back her own, the princely domains of some of the most 
noble honses in England would suffer a grievous reduction of their present splendour. 

* " It appears from Sir James Graham's motion that there are 1 13 Pri vy.Coundilors (excluding 
the members of the Royal Family) in the receipt of upwards of £650,000. per annum in the 
aggregate, or £5,783. on the average for each individual." (See Globe Newspaper for 
May J5, 1830.) It is worthy of remark, that this sura exceeds the whole Revenues of the 
Archbishops, Bishops, Deans, Archdeacons, and inferior Cathedral and Diocesan Clergymen 
of the Church of Ireland. (See the able letters from the learned Bishop of Ferns to Earl 
Monntcashel ou the subject.) 

f " Non videntox rem amittere, quibos propria nonfuit" Lib. xxxviii. de Reg. Jur. 
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fake an inferior compensation for those rights to which they 
can advance a divine and lawful authority: they are not indeed 
likely to claim more than (heir due, and very rarely receive 
even a fair equivalent; in fact, the act for the composition of 
Tilbes in Ireland have made public the rate at which the 
Clergy /in i that conri try make their demands, and it is notorious 
Hiat^tbey dt>i not amount to one tenth of the rent, much less to 
one tenth of the produce. Let us also hear in mind that Tithes 
arttieoafirmed to 'the Church by the same legal Title as any other 
property in the kingdom; yet unlike any other property they are 
Hot entailed in any certain families by an hereditary succession, but 
thai every one is eligible who can obtain a preference with tho 
Patrea, tu< whose disposal it may rest. And because no one who 
ever cavilled at Tithes, has hitherto proposed, or been able to 
propose, a less objectionable mode of Clerical remuneration, we 
cannot) but conclude, from what has been already urged, that he 
who would alienate them to secular purposes (as indeed too many 
are disposed to do) would violate every honourable principle, over- 
turn every barrier of security and confidence in society, and finally 
produce revolution and national ruin. Indeed, the " things that be 
GotfV (i.e. Tithes) are, His for ever; when Tithes probably 
seemed our own, we had liberty to act with them as we pleased, 
(fori as St. Peter said to Ananias and Sapphira, "whilst it remained, 
wasrit<not thine own,*) but from the period of the first donation, 
dedication, or grant of them, they ought to remain the proper 
possession of God and His Clergy until the end of the world, unless 
He -renounce, or relinquish them; and if the mere withdrawing 
of- that; 'which was only in purpose bequeathed, although as yet 
undelivered into the sacred Treasury of God, be a sin, for which 
Aaauiasiaud Sapphira felt so heavily the dreadful indignation of 
Ctadtt 'tow much greater a sin must it be in any one of the present 
diy tOitalceithat entirely away which we never gave, and that after 
God has .been possessed of it for so many ages. As the Clergy 
hold their Tithes by the tenure of God's own interest, their Title 
to them had pre-eminence above all secular Titles of right, and it 
would be less injustice, therefore, to deprive the Nobles and Landed 
Proprietors of England of their ample possessions, than to rob the 
Clergy of their Tithes, because such are " cursed with a curse" as 
robbing God, for the Prophet Malachi enquires, " Will a man rob 
God? yet ye have robbed me; but ye say, Wherein have we robbed 
Thee f in Tithes and Offerings; ye are cursed with a curse, for ye 
have robbed Me."$ To conclude, God has promisod to" "multiply 
the seed, and increase the fruits," by '* opening the windows of 
heaven, and pouring out such a blessing, that there shall not be 
room enough to receive it," to those who cheerfully pay their 
Titles ; and He has declared that " those who honour Him wi(h 

# Acta r. 1 f Acts r. 5-10. t Mai. iii. 8. 9, 

9 <J * 
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their subrtanoe aud with the first fruits of all their increase, their 
barB» shaft be< filled with plenty, and their presses shall bars* ont» 
with new wine.*'** Hence the Jews were accustomed to name their 
Tithes " the hedge of their riches/ 't and it was a proverbial 
precept among them, " pay Tithes, and grow rich," 

Q,8il>+—How do you prove that the scruples of the Sect of 
Quakers- respecting the lawfulness of taking Judicial Oaths ore* 
groundless 1 

Because it is very, evident that in founding their scruples upon; 
our Saviour's prohibition "Swear not at all/' they altogether 
miaatiderstand the injunction-*-" 1 say unto you," says He* "Swear 
not at all, neither by Heaven, for it is God's throne ; nor by the' 
earth, for it is His footstool ; neither by Jerusalem, for it is the city 
of the great King ; neither shalt thou swear by thy head, because 
thtou canst not make one hair white or black." J Now it is certain 
thfetf '"notwithstanding the seeming universality of the prohibition,* 
"Swear not at all" yet the emphatic clause "not at air is to be 
read in connection with wliat follows—" not at all," (that is, neither) 
"•by HeUven?' nor " by the earth? nor " by Jerusalem!' nor " by 
thy heady" so that, " not at all" does not mean upon no occasion, 
but by none of these Forms. Now (al (hough our Saviour's argu- 
ment seems to suppose that the people to whom He spoke made a 
distinction between swearing directly by the "name of God" end- 
swearing by- those inferior objects of veneration, *« the Heavens"' 
"the earthj' "Jerusalem," or " their own head," &c.§ on which 
account He proves thai from the relations which these things bore 
to theJ6u{irome Being, to swear by any one of them was in effect 
and substance to swear by Him, yet) it does not appear that 
swearing " by Heaven," " by the earth," "by Jerusalem? or "by 
their own head," was a form of swearing ever made use of among 
the Jews in Judicial oaths; and, therefore, as it is by no means 
probable that they were -Judicial oaths which Christ had in His 
mind, when He mentioned these iustances, we must necessarily 
suppose; His words to relate not to Judicial oaths, but to the 
practice of Vain, wanton, and unauthorized swearing in common 
discourse : for, let it be remembered that the third Commandment 
has not forbidden th^ use of. God's name, but only the "vain," or 
trifling use of it. In fact, we have the authority of our blessed 
Saviour, and His holy Apostles, that there is no impropriety in- 
taking an oath, if " it be done in a cause of Faith and Chrtrity, and 
according to the Prophet's teaching, in Justice, Judgment, and 
Truth ;"|| for He Himself being "adjured by the Living God" to 
declare, whether He was the Christ, the Son of God, or not, 
condescended to answer the High Priest, without making any 

m n i m i i ■ i i. i , , ■ . . , „ , i i i i. i ,, M .,,, . 

• Pror. ill 10. 

f " Maworeth s*pea eat legia $ diritiarum sepet Decimal R. Aquiba. in FMc. Abotb. 

* Matt. T. 34. 36. 36. t See also Matt xxiii. 16, &c l| Article xxxix. 
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objection tofta* otttk (for srteh it wtts) *f>o* which he examined 
Him ; and St. Paul says to the Romans, «* God is my wit nets, that 
witfaorit ceasing 1 make mention of you in my Prayers/'* and to 
thefGoriuthipiM, " / call God for a record upon my soul, (i. e. "So 
help me God"} that to spare you I came not as yet to Corinth ;°f 
both whfch expressions contain the nature of oaths; and in the 
Epistlefto the Hebrews, the custom of swearing judicially is spoken 
of without any mark of censure, or disapprobation, " Men verily 
swear; by the ^greater, and an oath for confirmation is an end of all 
strife/*}: because it contains a clause which becomes a curse in case 
of wilfni falsity, as we pray to be saved only in proportion to the 
troth of* our evidence.^ 

<?. 85.— i/ow do yon remove the objections of this Sect against 
bearing armal|| 

In answering their objections, it should be remembered, that it 
may be Necessary for indrViduais to unite their power, and for this end 
to rfesiga themselves (o the direction of a common will, and yet it 
m£y be true that that will is often actuated by criminal motives, 
and! often determined to destructive purposes ; and as for the 
argument that those who " take up the sword shall perish with the 
* sword," it was evidently applied only to those who had recourse 
to; it unlawfully. Hence we no where find that the profession of a 
soldier is forbidden or condemned in Scripture. We read that 
John baptized the soldiers who came unto him in the Wilderness, 
and though he cautioned them against acts of unnecessary and 
arbitrary violence, against bearing false accusations, or being dis? 
contented with their pay, he did not so much as hint at the 
unlawfulness of their calling,— • 'bo violence to no man, neither 
accuse any falsely, and be content with your wages,"H so that it is 
not only not required of soldiers to relinquish their profession in, 
order to prepare themselves for the Kingdom of God, but the 
precept M Be content with your wages," necessarily supposes them 
to continue in their situation. Our Lord Himself not only received 
the Roman Centurion, and healed his servant without expressing 
any disapprobation *f his profession, or manner of life, but also 
pronounced this memorable eulogy on him, " 1 have not found 8Q 
great faith, no not in Israel."** It was also a Centurion whom 
St. -Peter, by the immediate and especial direction of Heaven, 
received as the first convert among the Gentiles into the Christian 

* Rom. i. 9. f 2 Cor. i. 23. * Heb. vi 16. 

| Notwithstanding the weakness of these scruples, our lawB have kindly permitted this Sect 
an affirnUUion % instead of an oath, as a pledge of the truth of their statements in a Court of 
Justice; this evidence, however, is confined to civil causes, and not admissible in criminal 
ones ; if they make a false affirmation, they are subject to the penalties of the law. 
It If I have not been misinformed, the guns for the South American war were manufactured 
by a Quaker resident in Birmingham ; for a similar case of interested inconsistency, consult 
Burnet's "Life of Sir Matthew Hale." . 

1 Luke iii. 14. ** fcuke vtti. 9. 
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Cbrttcfc* which <»*y .be regarded aannot^r^r^ofUbat^h^re was 
mining* in v*te\|WQfessio» itself to render him unfit for sacfc ft dis* 
tiucUun, for s ip ^ e history of this transaction we^tsawersot'the 
slightest vuVfla^on, tha,t Cornelius, upon becotp,io$<« Christian, 
quitted, tbe service of the Roman legion, that iris profession was 
objected to, or his continuance in it considered a$ in, any. Rise 
inconsistent with his new character;* nor would it be 4i$£utt to 
inentjoq other instances in the history of our Lord and His<Apostles» 
of military men, celebrated in the Gospel for piety and yij&ue; 
and In the next age, we react that a Christian legion served jn the 
army or Anrclius, about the time of the martyrdom of Poly carp and 
Jftstin Martyr. We may, therefore, conclude that the profession 
of a soldier is not forbidden by the Christian Religion, 



JtfF^R^CES f ROM THE PRECEDING AftQJJMEtfTS* 

Because it has been proved that the Church of England is justified by. 
Scripture in her denial of the present existence of the plenary Inspiration of the 
H<riy^ptot*\in .her retaining the two Sacraments of JBapksnv and the £.6rd*s 
Simper* in bar makifig ^er Clergy z, distinct Order, separate from the£#ity, 
ana enforcing the payment of Tithes for their support, and in her permission 
of Judicial Oaths and lawful Wars, therefore, the Sect of Quakers cannot be 
justified in their secession from her Communion on account of her maintenance 
of these doctrines. \ * . 

. -7 : — . . Vw 



Or J*r~ Thirdly, as v ♦ . ■»"'->^»-; 

.i.^'-.^r. uAm Antipcbdobaftist, -^- * * ; - V A 

» J consider it my duty to dissent ffom the CkrtrckPof 
England^ became that Church authorises > the ^pifom 
•of Infafttsv which I am persuaded is express^ contrary 

MoScriptwre^ Indeed I cunnbt but tMnk it\xbsutdand 
ridiculous for ah Infant to be entered into' doVemWMth 

XGod,<be6ause it has no knowledge nor sense ^ftttfttaif 

* thal^in the Jewish (JJmrch they received CiYeumcision in 

thei? Infancy, yet it is evident that it was hot talhfants 

a\«s&eal> of the righteousness of faith " *t$ U mis to 

Abraham** because they were not capable of having )&ny 

r faith at tihe time bf their Circumcision, as Abraham hdd; 
find moreowr also because this covenant was not tfc 

" '' * Acts x. 1-W ' l 
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mmme amour's; being only a carnal cvvenwnt to giwthem 

the land of Canaan, and containing nospiritual 'privilege 

< vrnngagettent in it. But even admitting f which I am 

v rttither bound nor prepared to ' admit ) thdtt' there is no 
reason but Christ might have ordered Baptism to Infants 
proportionably to the use of Circumcision? yet dfr'I 
4 kdtiUdlfind that He has done so, I think myself required 
f&VelieVe that it was not His intention that ftifynfs 
'ffioutd "be entered (at least by any visible token) npw, 
attTiougtt they were formerly ; became neither He, wr 
His Apostles, have expressed any such thing, (as ittv&s 
plainly expressed before) nor have t fay given us any 
example of it in the New Testament; for from the 
Ascension of our Saviour to the first imprisonment of 
St. Paul at Rome, thirty years had elapsed, which com- 
prise the history of " the Acts of the Apostles," yet in 
that Book (notwithstanding that the Christians must 
hate had 'many thousand children born to them ik'that 
space of time,) yet none of them are registered in the 
Acts to have been baptized in Infancy* Indeed our 
Saviour in giving His Apostles commission to baptize Ml 
ndtions, required them to " teach" thtm first, butlnffitfti 
cannot be supposed to be taught, because not old enough 
to learn; and, therefore, in reference to this Sdcrammt, 
He says elsewhere, " Except a man be bofn of ifc#?$, w 
which implies an adult, and not a child. Since, there- 
fore, Baptism was a new ordinance instituted by Christ, 
His saying nothing of Infants is a sign He meant not 
to include them. Indeed Infant Baptism wds^siikdenmM 
by the Fathers, of the Church, .especially by Tertullian, 

\i*a$pmtmy*&iwth* Apostles, and not\gmteall$prat)tfced 

, !f until \deeveed by Pope Innocent, \kt tU* yia£d02\\" We 
,read aho of a great, many particular ChriUiani koho 
.allowed their children. to grow up uhbapti£ed, as the 
Emperor Constantine, Austin, ke. that hud Christian 
parents, and yet were baptized When adulter* 'The 
Baptism of Infants is only recommended by thedaitch 
of England upon the shacking notion that all unhaptfeed 
children go to a place of eternal torment ; and all the 
arguments brought to favour it, are upon h#r own, con- 

. fession, but consequential only, whereas is "certainly 

, think that in OiJSacr anient of positive wstttutiem^umure 

to expect direct orders, and to keep close to the letter. 



Even the Omrehtf England herself bms 

up the comae Mo the Antsposdobaptint, > becemsasdinlSer 

CatecJusm (speaking of Baptism in general )i s h tmms 

' thai faith and repentance are required > of per soii&tto 
be baptized; for what she says afterwards of infants 
baptized an a promise of these, comes tdo Idtt, tfrtten 
what she says before is established in thte gen&dtL {t *lt 
therefore appears to me, that Infant Baptteh'fy ttot 
warranted by Scripture: for the tenor of Batit&jfcflVjte- 
rally runs thus—" Repent and be baptized;^ h J3uj Mat 
< believeth and is baptized ;" " Baptized, confessing m^ir 
sins;" "If thou belie vest with all thine \ heart, t^ou 
mayctf be baptized;" with all which repentances fyeJL^f, 
and confession of sins, Infants have, nothing, 1#. do. 
Finally, I object to the mode of administering Jtaptiew, 
as practised by the Church of England, forimtemi\of 
dipping the persons to be baptized, . skt.simpiy Ayrinkfhes 
them, which is not only contrary to the or hjimpl intention 
of our Saviour , and the practice of H$s Apostim* bwt is 
at direct variance with the signification x>f the ntknrd 
"iiaptsze," which is peculiarly and exclusively to '*tiift," 
as expressive of the washing away of tht ptlhM&tiPof 

• em." [ " '" " "'» 

* i fi-r f- t '/iiJ 

Q % 86<— Wow do you refute the preceding arguments against 
the. Baptism of hi fonts in the Church of England 1 . i , , .,*. 

First, by proving that it is neither "absurd iiorr^icu}oiw,for 
an Infant, although it have.no knowledge nor sense to^^e/pd 
into covenant with GooV' and secondly, by. proving, fr^^he 
precepts and practice of our Savionr and His Apas^ee^tb^^faijts 
are not only ca)>ab]e of such a token of a covenant as IJap4^m Js, 
bat that "Baptism has been actually ordered propor^oaat^yj ^yie 
use of Circumcision^' Now in the first place, I contend t^ajLto 
assert that it is " absurd and ridiculous for ,an Infant to be e^erjed 
into covenant with God/' is to cast a reproach on the wis^um^afid 
former conduct of God in appointing Circumcision to Infants, ejght 
days old ; for this outward Sacrament of Circumcision was the seal 
of a covenant made with God, "You stand this daj all'of yojft," 
said Moses, "before the Lord; your Captains, &c~ ypuj.^/fe 
ones, &c. that thou dhonldest enter into covenant with th\e \ffQrd 
thy God, and into His Oath,"* But it is objected that "Circum- 
cision was uot to Infants a ' seal of the righteousness of faitVn^ 8 

« Deut xxlx. 10. 11, 12. 



321 

it was to Abraham, because they were not capable of having any 
faith at the time of their Circumcision, as Abraham had." Now 
in reply to .this objection, it should be observed that it is not meant 
to be affirmed that Circumcision was q seal of afoyj actual faith 
then at that present wrought in the hearts of the Infants, but the 
covenant required them to love God, to walk iu His w<a$s^ &c. ; 
for in J)eut. xxx. (which chapter is one continued recital of the terms 
of the covenaut then entered,) it is written, " And the Lord thy 
God will circumcise thine heart, and the heart dfr thy seed, to love 
the Lord thy God witlj all thine heart, and with all thy soul — to 
walk in His ways, and to keep His Commandments,"* which 
necessarily suppose faith in the Lord; and, therefore, St. Paul 
premises to a quotation from some of the passages but of this very 
recital of the covenant, into which the "little oues" were entered, 
these words, " But the righteousness which is of faith speaketh 
on this wise," and concludes the quotation by " this is the woVd of 
faith which we preacb."t Iu reply to the second argument, that 
the covenant of which Circumcision was the seal, was not f he same 
as the GospeA covenant, it is evident that, inasmuch As it contained 
an engagement on God's part to give an eternal life* after > this, 
which is the chief thing in the Gospel covenant, it must he the 
same as the Gospel covenant; and that the covenant .sailed by 
.Circumcision did contain such an engagement on God's part to, give 
eternal life, is evident not only from our Saviour's words, in which 
He proves to the Sadducees the resurrection of Abraham to eternal 
life, "I am the God of Abraham/'} which very words had been 
.part of the covenant sealed by Circumcision, but also from the 
.belief and expectation of a resurrection to eternal life professed by 
all the Jews, ' (the Sadducees alone excepted,) and which they 
derived from this very covenant thus sealed by Circumcision ; as 
is evident from St. Paul's appeal to thera.§ Moreover, in both 
administrations, (viz. the covenant of Abraham, and the Christian 
covenant,) faith in God, and obedience to Him, are required, and 
a faith also in the Messiah ; the Jews believing Him as to come, 
and Christians, as already come; and in both, there' are delivered 
promises, both for this life, and for that which is to come; (on 
which account, St. Paul calls the former by the name of "the 
Gospel preached before to Abraham,"|| and in the same chapter, 
"the covenant confirmed before of God iu Christ, '"H) and in both 
of them there is granted the direction and assistance of tlie same 
Spirit; in a word, (although the Gospel covenant may, in some 
sense, be " a better covenant, established upon better promises,"** 
still it is not a different covenant, because) the substance of the 
things declared, enacted, and revealed, in both covenants, are the 
same. Our Antipoedobaptist Brethren, therefore, are mistaken in 

* Deut. xxx. 6. 10. f Rom. x. 6. 7. 8. J Matt xxii. 31. 32. } Act* xxir. 15. 

li GaL iii 8. 1 Verse 17. «» Keb. viii. «. 
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^apposing that the covenant into which JetfTsh Mftitit* w^tM entered, 
and whicti was sealed to them by Crrctfmcisibn, Wfesohfy ^k'&euhtkl 
covenant to give them the land of Oattftan, ami iptofotaiilhi$"tt6 
Spiritual privilege or engagement in it;* 1 because' '& Oeu. ' kvtf. 
{where Circumcision to the Infants is instituted,)' ^CHe stylcoftb* 
covenant is, "Walk before me, and toetboa perfect/* ^irrfT'trii the 
part of God, iiot only to give them the lafrd of Can'aAn, 'bat 'to toe 
•'a God to them and their seed after them /** arid so liWMK f'flk 
Dcut. xxix. where "the little ones" are entered, It ?s 'WrftieHr} 
" that He may bo a God onto thee/' and in the vfefry' iHJitf Wfa{>tfe¥i 
(which is one continued -recital of Hje terriis of the covenant theft 
«ntered.) it is -Written, "And tlm' 'Lord' thy (id4 wifc t^rctimWSe 
thine heart, and the heart of thy seed, to love : the Loird fhyXSUMt 
'with afl thine heart," &c.t and on the man's part, Jtt to love th$ 
ILord, to walk in I14s ways, and to keep His Commandments?* &C.J 
all of which arc Spiritual things, nnd what our Saviour calls' **'tfffe 
first and great 'Commandment/* It is morcbver certain fhatWie 
covenant' of tiie ten Comniandmertf* in Horeb Was ttfadety?th' 4 tM* 
Infants, as well as others; for f&r ti/ ytats tifter,' (wtyen J afl'tttitt 
«w«»re twenty years old at the giving the "law" were &4d& iu n fWfe 
Wilderncss,§) Moses said, "The Lord made a coveriartl *wlt1i"'uS 
in Horeb, even with us, who afre all of us alfttt here tbft'd^flj 
toow most of these were Infants and little children At t]4at tihie, ib 
that it is evident from this circumstance, (as 1 well lis from those case* 
trtready cited,) that Infants May be entered into k covenant with 
Ciod, to perform some Spiritual duties hereafter, of which' the^ ttt 
present can "have no knowledge, uor sense, and to receive s,6me 
Spiritual privileges ; a covenant, moreover, which wAs/ not tfite 
particular privilege of the offspring of Abraham V bb'fly; for 'ft 
extended (as it does now) -to all of any nation that 1 Would <ntai6 
into it; and they had a right to bring into it all the Infant 'cWf^ett, 
lint only of their own body, DHt all those of whom* they'tiacT'tm 
legal custody, or possession ; for the wordfc are, "He thai 1 isHbrfc 
•in the house, or bought with money of any stranger, which 1 Fsnol, 
<of thy seed, &c. must be circumcised ;"f and so a Prtfsrclyte was 
to "circumcise all his males/' and then he was to be as one botk 
in the land/'** Hence, we may fairly infer, that as an Infant Wi4u 
was entered into a covenant, containing in it an enga^eme'tft' to 
such Spiritual things, as he could no more Understandr'thW'a'n 
Infant now can understand the things covenanted 'at ftiifrtisrrf, 
therefore, an Infant is not incapable of being entered. 1/^6 covenant 
with God, obliging him to do and to believe some things hereafter, 
(if he live,) of which at present he can Imve no sense ; and tf&t, 
upon such his entrance, he may be 'made immediately an heirtff 
•eternal life by covenant, which will hold good fct) long as uutil he'tfy 

'. ■ : — : — i U_~ , : r__ 

*m Gen. atvli. 7. + D*nt xxx. 6. J Vorre 16. * Nq.nb. xvi. 38. 33; x»Yi. $*. <& 
H Deut r. 2. S. 1 Gen. *fii. 12. 13. ** Exod. xii. 4S. 
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a^w^^o/? a b#fyt %*#"* corwftHt- In Mi tW*J transaction* 
tfan^fe^ejd},,^ ,t)ie .command of God in Spiritual things, bears 
fto/tig resimmanpe, to what we s^e every day done in Temporal 
a$nrs, vw. ,t&e , faking the lease of an estate for a child in the 
cradle, atud .ptyti^ug his life into it; the child then knows notbiug 
of the matter, por is, be capable of consenting; however, then he 
i^jinai^in^.vut^f it*, and ha.s an interest in it; and when he 
gflo.w.f/HPk and hacoflies, able to cb use and refuse for hjmself, if he 
gp^o; jajs landlord, and claim the benefit of the .lease, promise to 
paytja^rqut, an.4,perfqrp the- services, he has the benefit of its 
if otherwise, it is.at his, j)eril, ; Now.Qod is Qur heavenly landlord, 
qp4 is, willing, {hat Hie^ivep.of Infants should be put into the jeaset 
of ^eupenaiH} happiness, ►and jit is dpne. accordingly by Baptism, 
TyWcH is *',tbc se$ of the righteousness that is tyy faith,** ,by whic^ 
Infants are, assured, ^hat if. they, pay the rent and perform th<* 
service., (that is, live a, life of faith, and ropeutaucq aqd? sincere 
obedience,) they ^hajl be never turned off t.hp tenement ; but if, 
alfipc tbe.cjcpirati^n.of time, .they dislike to pay l be terms, and 
refuse tQ pa,y the rent, they forfeit the lease? although, hpwever, 
Ijjynqt performing therepvenants mentioned in the deed, the Infant 
loses all right to the inheritance, still iu the mean time the deed 
itself is not insigni&cant, merely because the Infant dues noA under- 
fij,aucl it. .1 wjji now pro/ceed tq show, in the second place, that 
(als \t t has beet* proved from the use of Circumcision., that Infants. 
are actually capable of such a token of ft coveuant as Baptism, is, 
%o I bat) Jtffcp t is ui has been actually Qriexed to them proportionally 
tp the o$e p( Circumcision; not that I ra,ean thajt merely because 
a.u. Infant is. capable of Baptism*, tbat, therefore, it must be giveri 
to him ; but I mean that there are sufficient grinds from Scripture 
t^ cpflfirm, the consequence frqm the use of Circumcision to that of 
J}apM$W, < because qu^r Saviour did in reality enjoin tbe Baptism of 
fyfarfUs, and Jiis Appstles did actually practice it. For in the first 
jijao^.it is iijjary certain that , as our Saviour did command His 
^ pottles to "Disciple (f**0wHi/e^) all nations, baptizing them," 
$£c,,* so IJe necessarily meant jto include Infante* as wellas adults; 
U is true that, He iisgd only tjUe ter,m " nation*" not descending to 
express particularly the sorts of persons that make up the "nation" 
because His command is given in very short and general words, 
but it is evident, first* from the practice of the Jewish Church, 
{ben, and before that time, (as we learji from several passages of 
writers of that nation, as well as from authentic copies of their 
Jffisna and Talmud, or Books of Canons,) and, secondly, from our 
•Saviour's own express declarations on- the subject. Jn the first 
j)lace, we learn from tbe Jewish Misna and Talmud (for they 
in en ti on the practice as ordinarily as they do the Circumcision of 
male children,) that the Jews at the time of our Saviour, and long 

■»»■ *v * ■ ■»■ lu f iw i f ■ ta .i ■ ■ ! ! «■■■■ i ■ ■-■ hi imi m ■ ■« ■ | . ■ -■ 
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befc#e^ft ia receiving-nay >"P**actytor" »f <>tbe nBAioBaft^batuoatite 

c^^JirwnMsjbeathieMtemrta th& true IWigiop^iarfwl desired that/ he* ; 

an4 , bUi chiWrftn f might : be admitted into ) covenant *sitb"tto traet 

Qld t ,jtod, t( JB<iptfee" hiltti>kh*t "Fteaelftelh a/waYbi8»diaVaBdi 

fe*p*ile chUdflBm )ikQwiag> (a«astonvwbiohlacco*ditifr>ti*%jeb Aftodewiji 

tfcfly,sfc|]l r stale*) aad thafc.iirfr was a icocftnxfrii phntsetaricH tbemittfl 

OaH 3nchyf^»te"F4ft8elytes*" aswisll asstheir J)at«it^^^iW(er«r6B 

informed that they inferred this necessity (ofiBvPrtiselytd's^la^tistap 

qet)0*]y from; toe iajMoetton: given to M«bq«> to()"\9ane&X3t?'o{oswtf 

they )intfiirpDet H, '* ttrtwAy? , Jeff nn<i madyJ places i<i>fl>«tieiB )kw H>jn 

'fjW'C&yfr&gl" lis mej*HtiI",t«W^m^"w/e8peeiaHry >wh«rfc tone mam 

iahswdi to ^ 4 ? Mnctify" /anotber maffl,)n«<tfee>rjeord<r >tio-decy\sa»<l 

t*hwofrow,7t, but; alio from thein supposition! ittfart fchte Whole body* 

qf)tbeiriAmtioto:(ai6i)» v/owen* ai\&\nfanU i )\ were topt&ted^iik tte 

cjtowhand/ 1 b$i sea* 7$ which «o rarad men, i .women, \ tand dbildrdn siB 

aMks ;r*ud ih^caAifief it was command fed that ond lawand one manner* 

sbte)ld>lbe ifoyr tbflnfl.mnd the stranger,^ (orJ&esdytei§)i tiraj»iuK»fe 

q}# 4edi Hh*t i as, itbeir i own aatiob, rash , « wem*n? i «hti coilcireft, werw 

^«r^<iinfto\«oyje}fa|}li(by the^mNificatit)i» of ?<zoMttogtj cto3d]Mi&d} 

tftfMhao ^rtght -ai .Preselyte and (bis child re Hi if <hfe<wi&lcb (haven t hie** 

Qtftegede tiNowias. vweletVEii-ftom rXqman writers,' moije pa&ic«?ftily' 

thAtt/ffQrft tbfiilwride of Spriptnre^srlmttsart ttfaTteatfrf'/cradttietiatitf 

iMy ,\yUboiut/gTOundiiig'. oiir belief! of the article of. GhrietVctfuaifiiwpi 

l^Bhtb^iftaiuaflx Histowiea^iifibii EJhrisfc being -a Jeunby nkti&h,im& 

sjfKttkitig^tb$.\r*bra»e$uo£ >the^*/ewi>^;kitgua#ep weiilearw best 

frtiin:(.«f£tt?i4& bopka the ««© and proper sign iftoaii** of the word 

'{ fHsefl«l^i*inf#"\^^ f* making Disomies ^V flhatt is/'whaftdt dfd^rberi 

ifepallyi signify in that language i; fon letiit be roniembiredilliat on* 

Say f Qur/ai word (pdfcrrttwknj) translated '" teacH" Aoes> 4b t' propefely 

wgnify.tOiV/teftch,'' bptto « make,'! or ff eater tf)tecVpfe^h which 

featedrkitbe 6ame wo^Ws- to << make Ityt^/^^t'utlt'iteagi bead 

pj^vteftibja/tiProsetyfles fromi the , heath ed Itetigfo»HaiJitda«sm w^nd 

^ilfa/tfi#j^!WiUiiwatcr^ and; thaMiti uias \thB\ord4nary-|WtKJticeajf 

thd)JeWiflh)Chiicc(b for mauy: «^a> toii t ^*/tff»d- , A/ftl»a , «tlie f/w/ftttf 

^7^mi!oi«aah PreeeJytts at n the sam&vtime *ithi*heiiLplitiebt#{ 

it/I tta&;:morejoy«r( beteoi sbown r "that: our S)ivfoat'swck>tiitaa:nki> waft 

fM*Itff<>VTeacb*". {mi* to >f , Itim/lfe jaoV nation^ >auA Jfcs #<*& 

!foP^to^to , V»f^od^( , fi>^^p^' , ? aire nearly sy iwaJnyraobs ; iuMnuif>0ur 

SayAcwiq^badi.dommandedHls Apostles to f*»Gin- and iDiecif*l^(pr 

Fxofefytizie^aU oatioas;'!. arid (instead of: vBapifatygf^ bad said) 

T^nrrtr Ji» ' 'ii /[ > ! ' ' " ll '" M " 4 ' ' ' * r " •• ' "" " ' ' M< ' , ' ' l * ' !, ^ '> < ( M » i t «' ) . ' J'mj') 

4k " If with a Proselyte, his sons ancj his daughters be made, Proselyjtes; ttat which is dpjM 
WtWi ^athef, Veaoh Ads'tO tlielP ^od".'' 1 ' teerfieiVBak l ChetriVeth: 'Ch'.'L 1 ) ^ "WAeiytt 
fllfo't il WKter^e, ^Ba[*iwd »po« theJcndwIedgreftbr!|»r|>f^kioll)br ti^iuseo* JikagtMMH/' 
f ^he.pJaqe,), and ^iey befpyle t9.him>yfa|h^i^; .(^juin4|. 
3 jthat taketh a litt\e heatheu child, or finds an heathen 
^WSeltWi IJehdltfheisWWbseijft.- (tfaiW^ttiM 
.^ibgiai^,»4ii ♦)!*«. M> "'^ »•> Viii? Mf» ';•) ' ir.jl.f ,»J3 iUa'Jl;' ^irteOHlA-v 
f Sxod, xU. 10. % 1 Cor. x. 1. f. * Numb. xt. 16\ 



825 

"{Starts^* themiV they would hare " Circumcised" thelnfants; 
asd well) aswthd advltsi' eveu though there hitd been no express 
fmuiti&d\of\\6nflmt9 in the cow-mission, and (hat- merely because 
theoA pasties i (knew of 'them selves that Circumcision was usually 
givciKtirf ifnfattte j. for the seme reason, if An Atitipoedopaptist 
Minister bad /beesrseut by bis congregation to an heathen laud with 
»t»wWissfaii;tx> 4 ' Disciple that nation; and Baptize them," would 
jtafeittyEftk* himself bontmaruded to Baptise the In/ants, merely 
became Wn^tttfl thd custom of theCbnrch tfoat sent him ; but if 
a^JHiiiBiteohadibeeinsent by the Cbnrch of England with a com- 
■uasdofltiin the Tery samp words, "Go, Disciple that nation, and 
/fcpfw* -them/' -l|e>wonld most certainly have thought himself 
Udmrtiahdbd <fc©. tf Baptize" th*r Infants of such as were converted 
■aid IfarptigedY because it tiaff'thc known 'custom and meaning of 
fhmGhdrch 'that sent /him; an like manner, therefore, we cannot 
fxanamoment doubt but that the* Apostles acted in their own case 
acftordiflg to thecustbm. and practice of the Churth (the Jewish) 
wheve . tteey and i tlwir Master had always lived, and, therefore, as 
tfca&^btfrcb bad- then, and for many ages before,: Baptized Infants^ 
aarii iasv cUi^ Apostles themselves doubtless explained the words 
^iBiticfpltt*" {.or ".Proselytize") and "Baptize" in that sense in 
whiebHtbey.weile .current at the time and place in which they were 
afrikfenyfve&asi'draw no other conclusion than that they did explain 
their, Marter'*! ronton Usica, as including both Infants and Adults, 
lldht true; thai Christ made no express mention of Infants in that 
tomwifiSJobv because it was perfectly unnecessary, as the Apostles 
kociy<4£ themselves that Baptism was usually given to Infants ; 
and, lAbtitefoseV that if He had meant that in "Baptizing all 
^aAityOtt/'j Uaey should not Baptize Infants, (who constitute a part 
<if>*tery^at^on,)xtosi bad been usually done, (in other words, if He 
hedimeaMlto abolish the custom of Infant Baptism,) He would 
&we idwtiwcUy <said_so> because, thereto re, He has not said so, 
'iWfri&umepsrtyutixeepted lnfaitts from this Sacrament, it is very 
tai^Gfttdihatiltwas not His intentio* to exclude them from it, that 
isjtfitUaftfHSfiaitiaiit to include them. Nor is this conclusion set 
swita&y ttaiact that/ {although (there was no-express command for 
&tytriz&ng bufonifr,<yci) that there- was an express command for 
4jM$*TWiwigihQm t because Circumcision was unheard of until God 
•ajIpqtated'Ut It©- Abraham; but the Baptizing of Infants, was a 
{hing jSQminQgJy kuown and practised long before John the Baptist 
-came, (as appears from the incontestible evidence of several Jewish 
^jJlifcip on "life subject,) and, therefore, there needed no such express 
cftmraand. But the. .Baptism of Infants is not only evident from 
the practice of the Jewish Church at that time and before it, but, 
S^jcqndly, from the injunctions of our Saviour Himself; for He has 
exprossly declared, that "except any one" (for He employs the, 



886 

wed ifftt which* ctoca net signify • -«MwaV ? ifript <>flt v Wktl*lP* 
translated, it,\ but w(y per*on, mim*. warned lOsMM^t'lAtCif bos* 
of tester, a* .well a& At .ihe^8piWt,v .(Umtis^aotassnajcftiWiJlMi 
Baptized,*) ',' it cannot enter into the, kingdom at ( tied*" t and* 
therefore, no child ciin. in God's ordinary way !)tfefctJ»r **to .tbe 
kingdopj of Jtied" witboutiifa^i>»A butae /»/«tf#it»ayi heater 
into, the kingdom of God*" awd indeed "of 400b is* the ftipgjitaiQ *f 
He^v^n/'t and as, all who ( (tre- capebJtoia^!»Htedfor,afte«tnMM&e 
into the -imnkibk Church* masy lawfully to admitted Mo ti*e|*iWMe» 
Ihqr^for^ ev ( ery A O?/^ (as well, at iAduUs,) »m*Wi b*M4ft*#tft.?^/ 
nn.d it ,ha#, fceft efeewbere |*oved#.tb»* 6/h'4gfirai*te <mpabk oi 
fiafltim, AhjtUst iof.lmwgj ♦fftota'/oC'acra^Wrfand efiitbe: Spirit" 
because t^ey Hm capable ,of some #f ifaue gmt>epd*! o£iB*{*ti«a 
w^oflgb^pjr tbp Spirit, although uot»as,yet «ApaU«*f 0U the sqtotiiJ 
fin/l^tqr^ijiflhliapti^pv,^ designed,, and an Infaut may, tbeW«*e* 
J?^ T B^ti^ed fpr; tl*o#e eud* for which > it.fr capable, bacaMtjOtr 
fSavi$ux, whs vasfiioi capably #f^emisstoii of *it*s^ regcn*ra*ioov>lq% 
was nevertheless Baptised for thtfathtr ends for twaich fi*$tie*t.ii 
v o>ftigupd ;, and i^ cannot be doubted bit that ty) the iwejtds "Uxo*** 

3uy one, ^e torn again" our Saviour did meo* Miftyrf^/^ibritbe 
y^faMedt\^Kaptiamo(a. PwwelyJe, bis 'UtegenewMo**" or 
^bajtig.^0pft,0gWfli," and all Primitive Ghristiatm edited fCbrjsUim 
tBapUpip by the saree jiat»e; in facfi, it w*b the cwmomphme fpt 
i^a^that'titne. Uitfilp therefore, it can be proofed that, fthrist* 
Whilst He came to> cKWtferiiipQn the, parent* the privileges, of Ah* 
caveuant iu which tbey^ibAd. hitherto been in a bigier degt***, 
tWeiby putting Mppm into a Rafter condition „ ye* intended to; put 
Ijieir cbilfLrtn into, a uw»m condition, no better tha^ Jbat of tht 
Pagan werld, by , dispossessing them altogether of • their form* 
covenanted right which they had hitherto en|o$edJ uptiliitbis € a* 
be provop\ wentyuat believe that it was not His intention fcMixehids 
$«. ihe ground of inuapac ity, those from Baptism jmhI. ad mission 
into His visible Church* who bad before been iwj906fc e£J3*ptisn* 
$juri whom He IJiaiself embraced aad promised. »te/ rewire n(tt« 
jfcntipaefylbaptists themselves believe) into. His iuvfeibile i€fetfcrett> 
Jbe, kingdom O/f Heaven; in both the, «a*es which we bave examined 
ijje wuplB of onr, Savieuj? are general aod nuiverftftlj w.- 'fall 
nations,", ami fuvery persoiv/f Per a* Btiptiim is &.*ealfrfl*he 
covenant, which is in subatafice the -same covenant with thai <Jf 
Circupicieion, and as it is evideat from many Texts in tta New 
Testament where Circumcision is mentioned, and/ many where 
JBfaptism is mentioned,* thai Baptism serves to the 'same tfseuaud 
.purpose now, that drewmcimen did*o the Jewish €lmrcb, namely, 
to confirm the truth of the promises on God's part, and instate the 
<paxtaker in the, privileges of the Church of God, and to denote -the 
^obligation of the<pqrty {if be live) to fa4th and obedience ; -and, 

* See Quest 49. f John iii. *. * Matt xix. 14. 



ttettf^*heSttrtf»t«rBfrdo say, in dfect, thatRapttoiils appointed 
hf fi\ltikVH hhtO Ohriltiani in the stead or Jttocefef Ctt&umtisibn, 
**eVi^ calls <ifop*^ or (as it 
ttalld' mbra 1 intelligibly and wore ttgreealbly te Ibe BenSe of St, 
?t*r\ t fee roddifed, .and is rendered in stoverAl translations,) "the 
Ohiil<iaa"€irtvmci0ioit,'? or Sacrament appointed by Christ to 
•s 4us*ead [ tft Circumcision; a«d, > tbeneft*ei ; this command 'of 
*to*'ttt»gwe thenseAl i*tf J tine *ovea«iit of -Cii^uim.i'siou in infttrU^ 
rtWfi';'^do& etattane aitamtDflfnd to >: att>Gbriatia i ntf in every age, Urrd 
ft tt^fetiNttatt 4tltt»i*i<art>U'<>f Wis wilMo as View; miles* lie had 
atmeferifete ^declared atf fetoirltidu' of His Witt' iftP that rebpect? 
bt*»*s6 in'tlvo totnfrtftfrttf Jewtish Bajttfem abd €lrenracwrtort4tse)f 
(aatael&eobtoi'**!) it Wis a uried case; 1 Mat tbe seal wafttobfe 
give*' without difference of yoahg and old,' add; (blefrdfoi^tbefb 
mgedsdbo e*ffe& tkolatmtiotf of this hi tUeiiBSfitoUdii'of Christina 
Jteptitmrbut as ia the? otae «f {JireumciSkw, 1 the aefci'titiS not 
f4**t to at) indUfctwntly, to «tttf tftationtf/' Wd to od/fcdefces; a 
•M^tieaterideelaralAod to that' effect was rehired m 6apti$fri; : and, 
fowrffrre, to* 'dtid tbat'Sf.tWul affirmed that'taia latter Rite was 
to b* feslnfcted, '* ffeittor to Jew, no* Greek* bond* nor freel ma]e 
nor femate^t TblS may be easily established fW tile ^AetS of 
*be>Ap©#tle»,* from: which we shut l«a*n > that it is mbW'roorp 
«diffie«48 tio"ppot5e that Infant B»ffti*tn wa<s not their cufetdm tfcAa 
<tb*t itJ WasU We readin an ettrly ipifrt 'ttf thabflook; that &k P&eH 
wfon persuading ttie Jews to Christia>Uty«nd- Baptism; t^fts'thiefe 
*Yfe ar^tftexjhildreii of the co?enahtiw*5cl|<Sed with odr Fttt«eV&i* 
*e4 : H*w*b that covenant bad ereriineladed'iW^f^tllio^^^ 
need of tta fexpr^ts prohibition if tney had been; now to be^ eluded j 
4wrt«auithe' contrary, he awnres them that- they were tkitt to Imvfe 
aPCOTOhfcutHucladfog'tnfaats, for he says again, " 'Rej^nt; and be 
Mupiteedl <&et* for -the promise 1 is to yo* abd ^ttar cbildrehi.-"* 
tttdeedy (asf J*s beten Already obseH-ed) it would hate bfeea'rairiift 
Ito-th0 <V^wre Hn th*t> rfespect^ if* the Jew*," whett'itoey "iWctttte 
ChViatiitw*,' wdrei'lai'losa the"a0va«*age* df htoftlagWiett tJKIldheft 
edarttted ^dwreb Im^nbeb ^ €rrefiwjoi^6n, (for'^tf ,f tftffan& 
befone ted brttv MidttiHet-ff «6 ttoaWsibld Chafcttanti fcd\s\i of ^dd.) 
and hare riothiwg substituted for*hein "instead of it.^TbWite 
*dad 1 thi*€t.JPaol ©a^b&toot only Lyd*ay*tutf *W)i^Wou9$&d!ti»\\ 
ati$M «aiweJtln»e,'a!id*)so " the JaitoK and xdl hi*!™k}ltM%t (J & 
vaiieawMiable <fo suppoae that Hieee two families *ou$tered s otfty ot 
*#%$$$; m»»y» otbei» familiee are mentioned in the 'Act* ' to" fattfe 
fe»6n'>Baptteed, And *we eaaaot believe tHit there we*b ao )^hiKh>en 
dd ttoa« ;:'aad a* ihe^Ae7«fHe«5af the heathen Proselytes to Jadaisdi 
w^re always Baptized 'at the same time wtih their parents, sd wis 
bttve reason to belibve that tbe chiidteivoflhe tidtiv^Hed Jet^s'Mid 
♦^^ — . ■■ -n ■» i ■■ — ■ " ■ ' ■ ■ — ■ ' ' - '' " ' u *— = '/ ■■ 

4 Cul. U. 11. 12. t Gal. iii. 28. X Acts iii. 25. \ Acts ii. 39. 

H Act* xvi. t& ., . I, Acts xyi. 33. 



828 

Gentiles, who were admitted by the Apostles within the pale of 
.Christianity, were Baptized at the same time with their parents, 
because it is not probable that such as offered themselves candidates 
for the Rite, in so doing were not without the desire that their 
children (us " the promise was to themselves, and to their children*** 
also) should be included in the same privileges and blessings. It 
is true that no Infants are expressly mentioned as having been 
Baptized in their Infancy, because it had been before so ordinary 
a thing for people that came to Baptism to bring their children 
with them to be Baptized also, that there was no need to mention 
it; as for the same reason we read in the Old Testament the history 
of five hundred years together without mention of any one Infant 
circumcised; in fact, even if the Scriptures were wholly silent upon 
the subject of Infant Baptism, (which they are not,) we cannot 
thence conclude that Infant Baptism was not the custom of the 
Apostles, because neither do they mention the Baptism of the 
.Apostles themselves ; we dare not, however, from this omission 
conclude that they were not Baptized. It is, therefore, no argu- 
ment (whatever Antipcedobaptists may suppose to the contrary) 
that because " no Infants are registered in the ' Acts of the 
Apostles' to have been Baptized in Infancy 9 that, therefore, they 
were not Baptized in Infancy " for, even allowing (which is very 
probable) that during " the space of thirty years which comprise 
.that History, the Christians had many thousand children born to 
.them," none of whom are expressly mentioned, (they were included 
by the Historians in such terms as these, " the household" " all 
his" &c.) still if not Baptized in their Infancy, they must have 
been Baptized (if at all) as they grew to years of discretion ; yet 
there is no such thing registered, for not one of those men whose 
Baptism is recited in the Acts, were the sons of Christians ; con- 
sequently, if none of those thousands were Baptized in Infancy, 
because it is not mentioned, they were not Baptized at age, (as 
the Acts comprise thirty years,) because that is not mentioned 
neither; so that unless it be granted that there were children in 
the "households" that were Baptized, as they are not recorded to 
have been Baptized at age, we must necessarily believe that they 
were not Baptized at all, which establishes the heresy of those 
who maintain that when the parents or masters of families have 
been Baptized, there is no need that their children or posterity 
ever after should be Baptized, but that all use of Baptism may 
cease in a Christian country. It is, therefore, an error to object 
against the arguments brought to favour Infant Baptism, although 
they may be consequential only, without they cau be proved to 
signify nothing at all; thus, Christ has said that "all nations" 
were to be Baptized, and as Infants are a part of the " nations, 1 ' 

it is a natural consequence that Infants are to be Baptized ; for 

— — — — 



thofect; p/ th^Jr pot being partic^arh/ namea] amounts to i 

^Wpa^ivitt^^ no more particularly named than lnfhn 

& ,^refore^RiugS pught not to bo ( JJaptized, for Infants are a part 3 

^ tbe nation? as well as Kings; can this be disproved I Again, 

^ Christ has said that "no person that is not born of water cau 

. jenter the Wngdom of Heaven," as Infant* arc persons, it is a 

natural consequence that Infante must be "born of wutefi I bar Is, 

' "Baptized; can thip , be disproved 1 Again, it was au pfMnjury 

practice. in $he Jewish Church in. the age of our Saviour and Ilia 

l' } Apostles, for people that came to Baptism lo briug their children 

Vith them to be Baptjzed also, and ii is a natural consequence that 

they should continue the custom, and that they did bring their 

children to the Apostles to be Baptized ,- can this be disproved? 

Again, ma^y families are mentioned* in Scripture to have been 

^Baptized, in these terms, such an one, and " her household* such 

*n one, and "all his" and it is a natural consequence that id those 

, families there were children, arid, therefore, that tfiry were Baptized ; 

' can this also be disproved I If 'these proofs, although consequent if d 

, oiily, cannot be disproved, consequently J to say that they prove 

nothing, i£ either begging the question, or denying the conclusion, 

'because one is unable to overthrow the premises* Moreover, let it 

1 wot be forgotten that even consequential proofs of a doctrine, or Kite, 

' are of great use ; for although the Resurrection is ii'futidam^t^l, 1 yet 

'Christ provided it by a consequence ;f the alteration of tlifesabb'ath 

is a matter of positive worship, yet we viz consequences in p&vjmg 

It; St.' Peter, who thought that Gentiles, unless ' they' ivejre 

cirpumctsed,! Were not fit . subjects for' Baptism, was 'ndi' cou- 

' vinced of the contrary by any positive order, or gvfcrefo wftrijs, . 

(such as, "Baptize this Cornelids," or ** Baptize Gentile Mkn,- 

though uncircumcised ,*) but concluded- or arguetf it by Conseqiien'cks, 

ifor when he flras informed 'that they were no longer 1 u unclban'/'J 

fcrid saw the Holy Spirit come On them,§ lie cdticiudetr' tha^thW 

should be Baptized; merely because they wcire capable bf'tftc'-femls 

'6f baptism, "Can any one forbid water," said he, ¥< t!ia / t these 

bhould not be Baptized, who have received tWe Holy Spinf," &c.|| 

^Consequential proofs, 1 therefore, ate certainly admissible Tor' the 

'istablishmerit of the doctrine of lofant Baptism; and ft 'would 

T>e sufficient to cite such proofs; but it is still iriore satisfacrbrV'to 

learn that this doctrine does not depend upon such proofs' only.'* "It 

is true that the history of Baptism in Scripture cdtftafiris fhe 

clauses mentioned by the opponents of Infant Baptism, viz. "-Rep'etot 

and be Baptized/' "Baptized, confessing their sins," " If thou 

belfevest with all thine heart, thou mayest be Baptized," &c. and 

that lnfarits cannot repent, believe, nor confess their sins'tlfat 

fre must consider the state of those times, and 6f the peo^ld tfteri ; 

when the Gospel was first proposed to the Jews, and afterwafd's'to 

* Act* xii 15. 35i 1 Cor. i. 19. &c. f Matt. xxii. 31. 32. J Acta x. 28. % Vor. 45. ||Ver. 47. 
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the Gentiles, the first and chief work wa$ to persmtdd the adult 
persons to believe the Gospel, in fact, it could only be offered to 
such as were able to enter into and weigh the evidences of its 
truth ; hence we find, that all the arguments and exhortations in 
its support were directed to adults ; "preach it to them; he that 
believes and is Baptized, shall he saved;" for those people mast 
be Baptized after they were taught, because they had no fathers 
that believed the Gospel, to Baptize them into it be/ore. Thus, if 
Circumcision iustead of Baptism had been appointed, our Saviour 
could hardly have expressed it otherwise— " Go, proselyte the 
nations, circumcising them; he of them that believes the Gospel, 
and is circumcised, shall be saved ;" aud the history of their success 
would have been recorded as it is now— " Such a heathen man, or 
snch a number of them in such a city, upon such preachings and 
arguments, repented, confessed their sins, believed with all their 
heart, and were circumcised' 9 And yet all this is no argument 
that they should not, or did not circumcise J,heir children. But 
(as has been already observed) there are positive, as well as 
consequential proofs in Scripture to support the doctrine of Infant 
Baptism—for we read that as St. Peter declared " the promise of 
the covenant sealed by Baptism to be to the children"* as well as 
to the parents, so do we find that St. Paul has expressly allowed it 
to be administered to Infants. It is not here intended to lay any 
stress upon the fact of the assertion of that Apostle, that Baptism 
was appointed by Christ to be to Christians in the stead or place 
of Circumcision, (which was iuvariably given to children) when 
he calls Baptism " the Circumcision of Christ," or (as it is rendered 
in several translations) " the Christian Circumcision,* 9 or Sacra- 
ment appointed by Christ to His Church instead of Circumcision ; 
" for in Christ" (says the Apostle to the Colossians who wished 
to enforce the Jewish Circumcision,) " you are circumcised &c. 
by the Circumcision of Christ, buried with Him in" Baptism ,-"t 
for as he canuot mean that they were circumcised by that action, 
by which Christ in His Infancy was circumcised, so he must mean] 
by that which Christ has appointed for, or iustead of Circumcision 
to a Christian; and that not only to the adults among them, but 
to children likewise; for otherwise they may have reasonably 
objected, that although they themselves had Baptism instead of 
Circumcision, yet their children had nothing, and in that respect 
were, therefore, no better off than the children of Pagans; and, 
moreover, those Jews who had been converted and were ftugry 
with him,J because they heard that he taught all the Jews that 
were among the Gentiles that they ought not to circumcise their 
children, would much more have objected to him, if he had taught 
them that they ought not to baptize them neither. It is not, 
however, intended to lay any stress upon this circumstance, nor 
* Acts ii. 39. f Col. it 11. 12. j Acts xx. 81. 
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upon the conclusion to be naturally drawn from it, (namely, that 
as we do not find that those Jews did ever object to St. Paul 
that he taught them not to baptize their children, so we have 
reason to conclude that he never taught so,) because we have 
a more conclusive testimony to favour the lawfulness of Infant 
Baptism,' in the reply which St. Paul made to the question 
of the t expediency, or inexpediency of cohabitation in case of 
different religions, put to him by the Corinthians, namely, that 
it had been often observed that " the unbelieving husband is" (or 
according to the original, iylacrrai, "has been* 9 ) "sanctified by the 
(believing) wife, and the unbelieving wife (iyUvraLi) has been 
sanctified by the (believing) husband, else were your children 
unclean, but now are they holy' 9 * Now, in the first place, it is 
very evident (and indeed allowed by all parties) that the word 
translated "sanctified" does here signify to be "converted," (as 
the Ancients understand it) or persuaded to receive the Christian 
faith and Baptism ; or, as St. Paul expresses it in the verse next 
but one, " has been saved by her," and in the first chapter of the 
same Epistle, "to them that are," or (4y/«<rfuW) rather "have 
been sanctified in Christ Jesus, called to be Saints," that is, who 
have embraced Christianity there, or have been " baptized," for 
so all ancient Christian writers interpret the word, and the inter- 
pretation is obscure to us now only because it is* not now common 
with us to use the word "sanctified" for "baptized." Modern 
commentators, however, are not so generally agreed upon the 
signification of the term " holy," as applied in the preceding passage 
to the children ef such parents as "have been sanctified" or 
converted by one another; for those who are opposed to Infant 
Baptism explain "holy" to mean "legitimate," and "unclean" 
"a bastard," whilst its advocates suppose these terms to siguify 
*' baptized," and " unbaptized." Now, in the first instance, it is 
very clear that the word " holy" is never used to signify "legitimate," 
aud that the term " unclean" when opposed to "holy" cannot mean 
«* a bastard/* because not only was it not the doubt or question 
put by these people to St. Paul, (as will plainly appear by au 
attentive perusal of from verse 12 to 16) whether the use of the 
marriage bed did in such case continue lawful, and the issue 
" legitimate;" nor \s there any reason why they should have beep 
''bastards" if both the parents bad continued in unbelief; for 
although some of their queries had been respecting the lawfulness, 
or sinfulness of some things, (and to which the Apostle had 
answered not by way of his own advice, but " by the authority of 
Christ, J command, yet not /, but the Lord"t) yet this question 
of cohabitation in case of different religions, unlike the others, 
(for they had sent to him several queries about different matters, 
as appears from verse 1, " Now concerning the things whereof you 
' f ■ ■' — ■ — — : 
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wrote to me,"> was not of lawful or unlawful, but of expedient or -, 
inexpedient, (and, therefore, he replies to it in another strain, "But . 
to the rest of these matters, speak/, not 1\\q Lord ;"*) for not .- 
only is it improbable that a man that bad had several legitimate 
children by his wife, whilst they were both heathens, should fall - 
into a doubt that those that should be born to him after he became 
a Christian, would be bastards, merely because she would not 
become a Christian also, and, therefore, he would not have put 
the query, but the Apostle advises the continuance of dwelling 
together only in case the unbelieving party be willing—-*' If any 
brother" (i.e. any man that has embraced Christianity) "hatha 
wife that believeth not, and she be pleased to dwell with him, let 
him not put her away ; and the woman which hath an husband 
that believeth not, and if he be pleased to dwell with her, let her 
not leave him;"t now he would never have said this, if the question, 
had been of lawful, or sinful; as whether the unbelieving woman 
would have been in the state of a harlot to a Christian husband, or 
the children so begotten "bastards;" for the unwillingness of the 
unbelieving party to cohabit, would not in such a case have mended 
the matter at all, because a willing harlot, that is " pleased to 
dwell with a man," is as bad, if not a worse harlot, than one that 
is over persuaded against her will, and the children are as much 
"bastards" It is, therefore, evident that by "unclean" and 
"holy" St. Paul does not mean "made bastards" or "made 
legitimate" Let us now examine the other interpretation of this 
passage, which is this— "The unbelieving husband has been 
(generally) sanctified" (or brought to the faith and so to Baptism) 
" by the (believing) wife, and the unbelieving wife has been 
sanctified" (or converted and baptized) " by the (believing) 
husband, else," (that is, were it not so, and that the faith of the 
one did not generally prevail against the infidelity of the other,) 
the "children" of such marriages would be generally brought up to 
heathenism, kept unbaptized, and so " unclean, but now," by the 
grace of God, we see a contrary effect, for they are generally 
baptized, and sq become "holy" saiuts, or "sanctified.* 9 Now, 
in the first place, it is certain that it must have been some visible 
holiness of the children from which St. Paul draws this argumeut 
to satisfy the parents of the expediency of their cohabitatioit, some 
known and customary privilege which such children had in the 
opinion and practice of that Church. But if a foreigner, beginning 
to learn the English language, met in an English book with thia 
passage, u now are your children christened" (as the word 
" christened" is not used in Scripture, and has no parallel to it in 
the Latin language, nor in several others,) he must necessarily 
inquire of those who are more conversant in the English language 
and customs than himself, what was the signification of the word, 

* 1 Cor. vii. 12. t Ver. 12, I3L 



833 

and thenso of it among the English, from Whom he wonld learn 
that "christened" signifies " made a Christian " and that the use 
of it among the English is to stand us another word for " baptized" 
so that it meant " now are your children baptized;" in like manner 
in order to understand this passage in St. Paul's Epistle, " now art 
your children holy? we must enquire, first, as the argument of the 
Apostle was evidently drawn (as has been already observed) from 
6ome known and customary privilege which such children had in 
the Jewish Church, what that known and customary privilege wasl 
secondly, what is the general use and signification of the term 
" holy" in the New Testament 1 thirdly, what is the particular use 
of it by St. Paul himself in his Epistles 1 and, lastly, what was the 
use of it generally by Christian writers contemporaneous with, and 
succeeding him 1 Now in reply to the first inquiry, it is certain 
that there was no other known and customary privilege which the 
children of Proselytes to Judaism then had except the Rite of 
Baptism, as has been already proved ; in reply to the second, it 
may be observed that the word "holy" is commonly used in the 
New Testament for "belonging to God," "accepted of God," "set 
apart to God," &c. whilst on the other hand "unclean* 9 often 
signifies "out of covenant with God ;"* in reply to the third inquiry, 
it may be well to observe that in St. Paul's Epistles the word 
here translated " holy" is (when applied to persons) far ofteuer 
translated "Saints" and that the Apostle never applies the term 
" Saints" in the New Testament bat to baptized persons, for he 
calls none others by the names of "Saints,". or "brethren," as in 
the directions of his Epistles, "To all the Saints" at such a place, 
which is as much as to say " to all the Christians " there ; in fact, 
St. Paul in no less than forty instances in his various Epistles uses 
the term " holy" as meaning "federally holy," or " in covenant 
with God" that is, "Baptismal holiness," or the remission of 
original sin ; whence we may infer that St, Paul by the expression 
" else were your children unclean, but now are they holy" did mean 
" else were your children in original sin, or unbaptized, but now 
are they baptized and without original sin," t that is, baptized by 
the authority of one, or consent of both parties; and this interpre- 
tation is confirmed, fourthly, by the general use of the terms 
"sanctified" and "holy" (or "Saints") by the Primitive 
Christian writers, for not only is the word that St. Paul uses in the 
passage under our consideration, and which we read "holy" or 
"Saints" the very same as that in the Apostles' Creed, "the 
Communion of Saints ," (which is nothing else but " the Communion 
of Christians") but in a thousand instances at least of ancient 
Christian writers of that period, (who had never heard of any 
Antipcedobaptists,) the word "Sanctified" is used instead of 
"Baptized" and "Saints" instead of "Baptized Christians;" 
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and tbcy said " children inade Saints," or " made Christians," as 
the Church of England says "children christened? or "made 
Christians/' the meaning of both the one and the other being 
"Baptized" Now if this be conceded, (and it is impossible to be 
denied) it cannot be said that there is no mention made in Scripture 
of Infant Baptism, nor can it be objected that the Apostle who baa 
made so obvious a distinction between baptized and ttnbaptized 
Infants, ("holy* and "unclean") did not permit the Baptism of 
the Infants of such Jews as were converted to Chrisjiauity ; and 
it is clear that tHe children of converted Gentiles were admitted to 
all the privileges which the Jewish Church had is evident, because 
the Apostle tells such that they were now " grafted into the olive 
tree," from which the unbelieving Jcwi were cut off, and that they 
did " partake of the root and fatness of the olive tree,"*, and that 
" the blessing of Abraham might come ou the Gentiles, M t a great 
part of which was to have their children admitted into the covenant, 
and into the privileges of the Church and people of God; and this 
privilege of bringing in their Infants had been ever granted to such 
children as did embrace the Jewish Religion. But it is objected 
that "Infant Baptistri was condemned by the Fathers of the Church, 
especially by Ter till Had, a century after the Apostles, and not 
generally practiced until decreed by Pope Innocent in the year 302," 
and moreover that " we read of a great many particular Christians 
who allowed their children to grow up unbaptized, as the Emperor 
Constantine, Austin,' &c. that had Christian parents, and yet were 
baptized when adults.* 9 "Now, in the first place, if (as has been 
proved) Infant Baptism Was practised by our Saviour aud His 
Apostles, it matters but very little whether the Fathers of the 
Church did condemn it, or not; indeed, the mere fact of their 
condemnation of the custom, would be a clear proof that it was 
then a general custom, or why should they condemn it. But it is 
certain that, with the exceptiqn of Tertullian, Infant Baptism was 
not only not condemned, but was the uniform practice of all the early 
Christians; there is not one of them that pleads for it, or attempts 
to prove it, as a practice denied by any Christian, excepting those 
that denied all Baptism by water. It is not mentioned in the Canons 
of any Council, nor is it asserted as an object of faith in any Creed, 
whence we infer that it was a point not controverted at any period 
of the ancient Church ; the earliest writers have no discourse directly 
about Infants, but they speak of Baptism being to Christians 
instead of Circumcision, (which had been given to Infants,) and 
call it (as do many others) the "Spiritual Circumcision," the 
" Circumcision performed without hands," the " Christian Circum- 
cision," " our Circumcision," &c; they also speak of original sin with 
which we are born, and say that Infants are to be baptized for the 
pardon of original sin. One of these Fathers (who wrote before 
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St; John) mentions the necessity of Baptism to off person*, in order 
to an entrance into the kingdom of God, as a known Christian 
doctrine at that time ; for he says that no one (adult or infant) can 
come there " without the seal, which seal is water? Justin Martyr, 
a Samaritan Jew, born in the times of the Apostles, and converted 
to Christianity about thirty years afterwards, distinctly says that 
"Baptism is in the room of Circumcision," and in his "Apology 
for the Christian Religion** to the Emperor Antoninus Pius, (writteu 
A.D, 140,) speaking of the continent life led by the Christians, 
says, "several persons among us, sixty or seventy years old, of 
both sexes, that were discipled** (that is, "baptized" for he uses 
the same word as our Saviour in Matt, xxviii. 19,) " to Christ in 
their childhood, do continue virgins/ 9 Irenseus, who lived thirty 
years after Justin, reckoning up the several sorts of persons t|*at 
are " by Christ born again unto God/' (an expression which, with 
bim and all ancient writers signifies Baptism as peculiarly as the 
word " Christening" does with the Church of England,) mentions 
Infants expressly among them. Origen, who lived about the year 
212, near Jndea, and had been born of Christian pareuts, does in 
several places speak of Infant Baptism as a known and undoubted 
practice, and in one passage, as having been ordered .by the Apostles 
themselves. About forty years, after Qrigen, one Fidus, a country 
Bishop, sent a scruple of his to St. Cyprian, and sixty -six Bishops, 
that were occasionally assembled, "whether the Baptism of, an 
Infaut must not always be on the eighth day after his birth, because 
Circumcision was so V 9 they sent him a Jetter (the authenticity of 
which is evident from the fact of Sts. Qierome and Austin having 
very frequently quoted passages out of it) in answer, " that his 
scruple was vain; that the child may (and must, if there be danger 
of death) be baptized sooner," and they speak. o{ the refusal of it 
" as dangerous to the soul's health of the child;" now. this was 
about 150 years after the, Apostles, and some of these sixty-six 
Bishops must be supposed to be seventy pr eighty years old them- 
selves, which reaches to half the space ; and it appears from, their 
words, that not oue of tjiem made any doubt of Infant Baptism. 
Gregory Nanzianzen, St. Ambrose, and Siricius, (.who lived in the 
next century,) affirm the same thing, that the Apostles practised 
and ordered Infant Baptism; St. Austin, who wa^ almost contem- 
poraneous with Siricius, writes that " it was not decreed in any 
Council, but had been ever in use," and that " no Christian mau 
of any sort had ever denied it to be useful," and in more than a 
hundred passages of his Works, proves that Infants were baptized 
in their times, and that without controversy. In a word, there is 
not a single author in the first four centuries that speaks against 
Infant Baptism, excepting Terttillian, (who was in other respects 
a heretic, and could not have known what the Apostles* practice 



was Sa this respect, because be lived in s country in Africa, which 
no Apostle had ever visited,) and even he in the most correct 
editions of his Works speaks against the use of Infant Baptism 
only at such times, when there is no urgent necessity, by the child's 
being in danger of death, and in fact bis testimony is conclusive for 
Infant Baptism, because he so gives his reasons and opinions against 
the custom, as plainly to imply that it was then actually the custom 
to Baptize Infants.* We may, therefore, infer that Jufattt Baptism 
(as it was ordered by our Saviour and His Apostles, so k) was < 
generally practised by the Primitive Church ; and as for the alle- 
gation that " we read of a great many particular Christians who 
allowed their children to grow up unbaptixed, as the Emperor 
Constantine, Austin, &c. that had Christian parents, and yet were 
baptized when adults" it could be easily shown to be a mistake; 
for the instances which are generally cited fail of proof— •thus, 
neither Constantine nor Austin had Christian* parents; for as 
Constantine was the first Christian Emperor, and the first Christian 
Emperor could not possibly have had a Christian Emperor for his 
father, and yet Constantino's father (Constantius Chlorus) was an 
Emperor, (for he died at York, possessed of the imperial dignity,) 
and therefore he could not have been a Christian Emperor ; in fact, 
it is distinctly recorded in History that he died a heathen; and as 
for St. Austin, although it is true (as indeed he himself informs us 
in the ninth book of his "Confessions") that he was baptized at 
his own desire, when thirty years old, yet we learn from what he 
says in the first book, (chap, ii.) in his second, (chap, iii.) and 
ninth book, (chap, ix.) that his father was a heathen, and did not 
turn Christian till a little before his death. We now come to the 
consideration of the question whether " the Church of England 
herself has virtually given up the cause to the Antipcedobaptist, 
inasmuch as that in her Catechism (speaking of Baptism in 
general) she owns that there is required of persons to be baptized, 
faith and repentance.' 9 But let it be remembered that at the 
time of composing this Catechism, there had never been an 
Englishman who denied Infatit Baptism ; and men, before the 
rise of any enemies to a doctrine, are apt to be unguarded, aud 
not so distiuct in their expressions about it. In like manner the 
Church of England has not defined this point with that clearness 
with which she has expressed her opinion on doctrines which had 
been long controverted; what she means is, that both Adults and 
Infants are baptized on the same covenant, which ought to be 
declared at Baptism ; and there is no doubt, but that all 
Baptism whatsoever is on a covenant, as of the kingdom of Heaven 
to be given on God's part, or faith and repentance on the part of 
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the baptised person, only with this difference as to Infants and 
Adults, namely, tbat these conditions are required to be performed 
mt present by the Mult, and to be performed by Infants, when 
they are on account of age capable of them. If, therefore, (as 
already observed) there had been then, or before, any in England 
who denied Infant Baptism, the Church of England would doubtless 
have expressed herself more distinctly in the answer there given, 
and hare said, " of adult persons is required faith, &c. at present; 
of Infants, if they live." But, finally, it is pretended that " the 
Baptism of Infants is only recommeuded by the Cfiurch of England 
upon the shocking notion that all tmbaptized children go to a place 
of eternal torment." Now in the first place, the Church of England 
recommends it for no such reasons, but only because she finds it en* 
joined in Scripture that Infants should be baptized, and that they were' 
so baptized in the Primitive Chnrch for several successive centuries; 
and in the second place, it would be difficult for any A ntipcedo baptist 
to prove that " all Infants, baptized or not, born of parents godly 
or ungodly, Christians, Turks, or Heathens, do go to Heaven ;" 
if iudeed the kingdom of Heaven were at our own disposal, it were 
but charitable to believe so, but there is no promise of God which 
authorises such an opinion ; for if it be correct, it must either be 
because Heaven is the natural portion of Infants, as being human 
creatures, and because they were born of the human race, or because 
they have it, by the merits and death of Christ; now the first case 
is unsoriptural, (as indeed all Antiposdobaptists are ready to 
ackitow)edg6,) because Heaven is the natural portion of no one, 
(Infant or Adult,) merely as being a human creature, and born of 
the human race ; and the second case is also unscriptural, because 
the Church is the "Body" of Christ,* and Christ is called " the 
Sambwr of His Body;"f but an tmbaptized child is no member of the 
Chnrch, or Body ot Christ ; and, therefore, Christ, who is the Saviour 
only of those who are members of His Body, is no Saviour (strictly 
speaking) of Infants who have not been made members of His Body 
by Baptism, which He has appointed as the confirmatory seal of 
such membership, and the ordinary means, or ordinary condition 
of salvation, enjoining, "except any person (ns, man, woman, or 
child,) be baptized, they cannot enter into the kingdom of God."J 
Hence, the Scriptures every where put a great difference between 
being "in Christ" on one side, and "of the world" or "without 
Christ" on the other; moreover St. Paul (in a passage already ' 
fully explained) expressly shows the different state of some Infants 
from that of others, being before Baptism, "unclean" and after 
Baptism, "holy;"$ nor is it at all probable that the children of 
heathens, (who are "without Christ and strangers from the covenant 
of promise, having no hope, and without God in the world,"))) 
should have an equal interest in Christ with the children of 
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Christians, who do offer and dedicate both themselves and their 

children to Christ; nor is it likely that there should 4>& no more 
promise to a good Christian for his children than there is to the 
children of Pagans ; for St. Paul, having told the Ephesians that 
they had heen such " strangers from the covenant/' &c says in 
the next words, " but now in Curis.t Jesus, you who were, some 
time afar off, are made nigh by the blood of Christ,"* whereas 
(according to the notion of the Antipoedobaptists) they had been 
" nigh " once before, namely, in their infancy. We may, therefore, 
infer that we have no promise of God of eternal, &alvatjpn to Infants 
without Christian, Baptism. It is true that in the case of Circum- 
cision omitted, (although the rule was as peremptory as, this, 
"That soul shall be cut off" and that IVJoses was afflicted, with a 
deadly disease for neglecting to circumcise his child, which doubtless 
"happened for our ensample," yet) where the Providence of God 
made it impracticable, he did not execute the penalty; and, there- 
fore, in like maimer many Infants may by some unavoidable accident 
miss of Baptism, and mauy adults, after they have resolved to 
receive Baptism, may miss of it by sudden death, yet as in either, 
case it was impracticable, so we may charitably hope and believe 
that the penalty will not be executed; for all such texts of Scripture 
are to be understood with an allowance, namely, that such or such 
an Ordinance is appointed by God as the ordinary means, or 
ordinary condition of salvation, because we are not to bind God 
to the means to which He has bound us. Still, however, as ia 
ordinary cases of Circumcision the rule stood firm, " that soul 
shall be cut off," so in ordinary cases of Baptism, "no one 
ttnbaptized (man, woman, or child) can enter the kingdom of 
God;" and, therefore, " if Christ Himself' 1 (remarks the judicious 
Hooker) "who giveth salvation, do require Baptism, it is not for 
us that look for salvation, to sound and examine him, whether 
unbaptized persons may be saved, but seriously to do the thing 
that is required, and religiously to fear the danger which may grow 
by the want thereof." 

Q. 87. — How do you defend the mode of administering the 
Sacrament of Baptism as practised by the Church of England 7 

Although the Church of England practises affusion, or pouring 
water on the face of the persons to be baptized, yet any parent 
may have his child immersed, or dipped at Baptism, if he will 
venture the life of his child, for the Rubric has ordered that " if 
the child be able to endure it, the Minister shall dip it in the water, 
discreetly and warily; it is, therefore, evident that the. Church of 
England does not wholly lay aside immersion, if the strength of 
the child will bear it. But as in this cold couutry it would be 
imprudent in all cases to adhere exclusively to the mode of 
immersion, and that our Saviour has given us a rule that whatever 
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jrs Accessary to preserve life is to be preferred before outward 
ceremonies,* (for in the sight of God " mercy is better than 
sacrifice/'t) therefore, the Church of England (rather than occasion 
any injury or danger to the body of a tender babe,) has Very 
properly added, "bat if the child be weak, it shall suffice to pour 
water upon it;" hence it is certain, that whatever arguments may 
be adduced against the mode of affusion, they cannot affect, the 
Church of England herself, because she has only enjoined it in cases 
of necessity, leaving it (as the Scriptures themselves have) quite 
discretionary'whh the officiating Minister. The question, therefore, 
is this:~w!f the' precise Form of Words only be retained, viz. "I 
baptize thee in the' name of the Father/* &c. is the Rite of Baptism 
itself Improperly administered when the candidate is only affused 
with water, and not dipped in it. Now as Baptism is only an 
external Rite, representing an internal and spiritual action, affusion 
is sufficient, because it fully represents to us the Institution of 
Baptism; the divine grace which is thereby conferred, is not 
measured by the quantity of water used in the administration of i% 
because water is only the symbol of the thing signified, and, there- 
fore, the virtue of Baptism can no more depend upon the quantity 
used, than the grace derived from a faithful participation of the 
Sacrament of the Lord's Supper depends upon the quantity of the 
Elements taken and received by each communicant.' In short, the 
only argument that has (or indeed can be) advanced against 
Baptismal affusion is that arising from the signification of the word 
* Baptize ;" but it can be easily proved not only that the word to 
•' Baptize" is used in Scripture for any washing, whether in whole 
or tii part, whether in a Sacramental way, or on other occasions, 
but also that the Sacramental washing is not only expressed by the 
word " Baptize," but also by other words that are used for a 
common washing. Now, in the first place, it is granted that 
"dipping" and "affusion" are two different acts, but the word 
"Baptize" implies them both, for it is frequently used in Scripture 
to denote not only sueh washing as is performed by dipping, but 
also such as is performed by pouring, or rubbing water upon the 
thing, or person washed 5 and, therefore, when the Jews baptized 
their children in order to Circumcision, it seems to have been 
indifferent with them whether it was done by immersion or affusion; 
thus in Scripture, the washing of the hands is called the "Baptizing* 
of the man, for where we read, "the Pharisee marvelled that he 
had not washed before dinner," St. Luke's own words are, "that 
he was not baptized {I0airri<r4m) before dinner,"J and so where we 
read, " when they come from market, except they wash, they eat 
not,"§ St. Mark's own words arc, "except they be baptized^ 
(£*«TiWr«i,) they eat not; now this washing (or Baptizing) 
-before dinner was only the washipg of ihe hands, as is evident from 
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Mark vii. 5, and that was done* by a servant's poufing~wate*on i 
the bands. In the second place, it is equally certain that that 
Sacramental washiug is expressed by other words that are used for 
common washing ; thus, " the washing (to A*t£g>), of water f "* : 
'.' the washing (\*v§<n) of regeneration," t *' Having o*|r bodies/ 
washed," (Ai*»/xmd« ro cr^«,$) which word (\wu) is the same as 
that used in Acts xvi. 33, " He washed (i\*rsv) their stripes," anal 
no man will think that they were put into the water for that* 
As for the objection that the word " Baptize is peculiarly and 
exclusively to dip, as indicative of the washing ^away of the 
pollution of sin," it is certain that affusiim, and even sprinkling 
are not only equally indicative of a similar purification, but afaq 
appear to be a fulfilment of many of the predictions wbich were, 
recorded in the Old Testament respecting the institution of Christian 
Baptism by our Saviour ; thus Isaiah foretold that Christ shoul4 
sprinkle many nations,"§ and Ezekiel, in narrating the blessings 
of Christ's kingdom, enumerates as one that " He will sprinklf 
clean water upon us, (i. e. by Baptism) and we shall be clean. "U 
At all events, be that as it may, it is very clear that the Apostle* 
practised not only immersion, but affusion ateo ; for we are informed 
by St. Luke that on one day only no less than three thousand 
were baptized,^, which would have been impossible if Baptism by 
immersion only had been practised ; moreover, when St. Paul 
baptized the Jailor and his household in the prison, the only 
inference, if any, would be, that the Rite was not performed by 
immersion, but by the affusion, or pouring on of the water used 
lor that purpose ; for the Rite was performed in haste, even the 
same hour of the night on which they were converted and believed,** 
and it can hardly be thought that at such an exigeuce they had 
water sufficient to be immersed in. We may, therefore, infer thajfr 
it was indifferent with, the Apostles, whether Baptism was adminis-s 
tered by immersion, or affusion. The Primitive Christians also 
understood it in this latitude* at least (although they generally 
immersed, still) they did not think immersion to be of the essence 
pf Baptism, so as that a person baptized by pouring water on the 
face, should be accounted as not sufficiently baptized ; for if the 

J)erson were weak, so that going into the water might endanger his 
ife, or in cases of sickness, or in times of great hdste, want of 
water, or other necessity, they administered it by affusion or 
pouring water upon the face. We are, consequently, at liberty to 
conclude from what has been urged upon this subject, that the 
mode of administering Baptism as practised by the Church of 
England, is perfectly agreeable to the original intention of our 
Saviour, and the practice of His Apostles and of the Primitive 
Church. 

» Eph.T. 26. t Tit iil 5. % Heb. x. 22. * Isaiah Hi. 15. || Eaek, mil 85. 
1 Acta il, 41. ** Acts xvi. 3& 
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JNFBW5NCES FROM THE} PRECEDING ARGUMENTS. 

Because it has been proved that the Doctrine of Mant Baptism is a Scriptural 
.Doctrine, and that the node of administering it by Ajfnsion, (as well as by 
Immersion,) is also agreeable to $cripiu*e, therefore, it is the duty of all 
Antipoedobaptists, who have separated from, the Communion of the Chjirch 
of Kngrand on that account, to return to it, because their reasons fox such 
separation have been proved to be groundless. 



Obj.~ u Fourthly, as 

A Weslbyan, 
M dissent fir am the Church of England, first, because that 
Church does not maintain the doetrine of the " T6tal 
Depravity of Human Nature/ 9 by which I mean that 
the sin of Adam- p ro duc e d so complete a change in his 
own nature, and in that of his posterity, such a radical 
impotence, incorrigible depravity, and pollution, that 
no man is susceptibly of amendment or correction from 
his own voluntary efforts; and, therefore, I consider 
every human, acimn as sinful, and deserving of eternal 
punishment. Secondly y because that Church does net 
sanction the doctrine of * the Witness of the Spirit/ by 
tvhich I mean an inward impression on. the Sout, whereby 

. the Spirit of God directly witnesses to a man's Spirit 
(as in the case of Cornelius, recorded in the Acts) that 
he is the Child of God, which 'Witness* / consider to 
be Conversion. Thirdly, I dissent from the Church 
of England became she denies that Conversion is an 
instantaneous operation; for the cases of the dying 
Thief upon the Cross, of St. Paul, of the Jailor at 
Philippi, and of many others recorded in Holy Writ, 
prove that this Conversion is completed always suddenly, 
very Jrequently in a moment, and with the rapidity of 
lightning. Fourthly, because she does not inculcate the 
doctrine of ' Justification by Faith exclusively/ that is, 
that men are accepted by God and entitled to Salvation 
by Faith, considered distinctly from, a&d in opposition 
to the Works of Righteousness ; for St. Paul frequently 
declares that we are "Justified by Faith without the 
works of the law," and speaii of God's '< Justifying the 
ungodly/' and of " Faith being counted for Righteous- 
ness to him thfit worketh not, but (merely J believeth." 

- ( Rom. iv. 5.) The Church of England, on the contrary, 
believes Good Works to be an absolute concUtioa of our 
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Justification, in other words, that Good Worts are 
meritorious of the benefits conferred by Justification, 
which is impossible, because Justification is a free gift, 
'(or an act of free grace J and a free gift cannot be 
conferred on conditions. And, lastly, I dissent front 
the Church of England because the Articles of that 
Church do not recognise the doctrine of ' Christian Per- 
fection/ or that complete holiness and sanctification are 
attainable on earth; for it is evident frpm tfw wpfds 
of St. John, that ,* whosoever is born ,if God doth net 
commit sin, for his seed remaineth in him; and be caaoot 
commit sin, because he is born of God.' (1 John iii. 9.)" 



Q, 88<— How do you prove the docrine of the Total Depravity 
«/ Human Nature, as maintained by the sect of Wesleyans, to 
be unecriptural?* 

Oar Wesleyan (as will also be proved of our Calvin is tic) Brethren 
are too apt to consider exclusively particular texts of Scripture 
without adverting to others which take a different view of the 

* Not only are the doctrine* maintained by onr Wesleyan Brethren at variance with the 
more sober, more rational, and (I hope) more Evangelical doctrines preached by the great 
majority of the Clergy of the Church of England, (for we find not only that our Saviour's 
Sermon on the Mount, and the various Discourses of the Apostles recorded in Scripture 
were entirely practical, but that also the Instructions which St. Paul gives to Timothy and 
Titus for preaching the Gospel relate principally to practical subjects, as "these things I 
will that thou affirm constantly, that they which have believed in God, be careful to maintain 
Good Works/* (Tit. iii. 8.) ; bnt they differ from them in many other important respects, 
particularly in their style of preaching those doctrines, and in their mode of delivery — In 
their style of preaching, not merely because that in descending to the capacity of their 
hearers, (who consist almost exclusively of the lower classes, and for that reason less com. 
petent to judge of these abstruse points of Theology.) they employ colloquial phrases aud 
expressions better suited to common conversation than te the solemnity of pnblic instruction, 
but because (uulike our Saviour and His Apostles) they address the passions of their can. 
gregation, instead of appealing to their judgment ; secondly, in their mode of delivery, 
whirhis extemporaneous; this when properly performed, I will' pot deny (although not 
customary with the Clergy of the Church of England) to be, perhaps, Jess objectionable than 

. any other mode, because better calculated to command attention, and to awaken the feelings 
of a congregation ; but it so very seldom happens that it is properly performed, (as but few 
are naturally qualified to acquit themselves with any decency in the performance, and the 
very many who do not possess such advantages, suffer their heated imagination to soar to 
the wild and irregular flights of enthusiasm,) I would much rather the custom were alto- 
gether abolished from our Churches, than it should be so sadly abused) especially as a 
precemposed Sermon may be (and, I rejoice to say, very often is) read with emphatic 

• warmth and energy ; for as on the one hand there may be warmth and energy of delivery 
without vehemence and effort, (which are not (infrequently produced by art and enthusiasm) 
•o on the other hand, there may be a "zeal not according to knowledge." If indeed we 
carefully examine the comes which render extemporaneous preaching so exclusively 
attractive and popular, (which is, however, no proof of its intrinsic excellence, because 
popularity is frequently the result of error,) we shall find them to exist, strictly speaking, 

. in the superior gesture only, tad mere animated delivery of the Preacher— in other word* 
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stthjceL This i»ra fraHftil source of error, for trpon tbe same 
principle* Xbe$ may conclude from the passages in which the 
manhood o^ Christ is asserted, that Christ was a mere man, and 
not Go.cl; or from, those numerous passages which assert the 
Godhead of Christ, they may infer that Christ was Qod fmiy, that 
is, God the Father, and, therefore, that Gad the Father suffered 
upon the Cross ;, so in like manner, by the exclusive consideration 
of those particular texts which assert the depravity of man, without 
referring to those numerous passages which speak of the diguity of 
human natareVas x>f k the image of God* 9 Himself, and of man, as 
baring been "made but a little lower than the Angels," they 
erroaieoasl? 'catekrtte that eftty Aran *& malty, radically, and 

in the mere motion of his body, and the inflection of his voice ; hut if this be all that gives to 
a Sermon the force, nature, and essence of instruments available to eternal life, it necessarily 
follows that the rigour and v ital effica ey-o* eie iy Sermon -grows from certain accidents 
which are not in the Sermon itself, but in him only who delivers it ; and the natural conse- 
quence of such a notion is, that if we had all the instructions, exhortations, and consolations, 
word for word, which came from the lips of our blessed Saviour Himself, ami they were to 
be read (and not delivered memoriter) from the pulpit, that merely because they were read, 
no one could be benefitted, nor attain faith and salvation, by them ; or that if we had all* 
the Sermons, word for word, which St James, St. Paul, St Peter, and the rest of the 
Apostles, delivered, (some one of which Sermons was of sufficient power to convert 
thousands of the hearers to the Christian Religion,) and they were now to be read from 
the pulpit, that because they were so read, that they would lose their effect It is, there- 
fore, an error to contend for extemporaneous Preaching merely because of these accidental 
advantages of elocution and gesture, and it is decidedly a bold presumption in any to enter 
upon so difficult a task (for difficult it is if properly performed) without any or little previous 
preparation. Moreover, evem allowing that an extemporaneous Sermon did possess ererj 
advantage which is possessed by one precomposed for the occasion, still the same Sermon 
if it were read could not possibly lose (at least so far as words and sentences are concerned) 
by being read any portion of such excellencies, (whether of style, or of argument,) whilst 
on the contrary we may be satisfied, (for it stands to reason) that a precomposed Sermon 
must posses** a chasteness and purity of language, a solidity of proof, and strength of 
reasoning which no extemporaneous declamation (unless the Preacher be inspired) can 
possibly acquire. Before I conclude this note, 1 would observe that I am by no means 
ignorant that the doctrines, (both Wesleyan and Caininutic,) which it will be my purpose 
to refute in tbe following pages, have beea distinctly and repeatedly enforced as the 
doctrines of the Church of England herself, professed ia her Liturgy, her Articles, and her 
Homilies; if this be really the case, 1 might have spared myself the trouble of refuting 
them ; in fact, in attempting to refute them, I do but fight against the Church of England. 
Those who have made such a serious charge, surely cannot be aware that it implicates nearly 
fm thousand of the Clergy of her Communion, (including twenty-two Prelates,) and that it 
Implies in them a direct perjury, and violation of their Ordination Vow, inasmuch as that 
although having subscribed to these Articles, &c. before they were admitted to their sacred 
functions, they nevertheless refuse to conform to them afterwards iu their teaching. For 
my own part, although I feel persuaded (after a diligent and careful perusal of the Articles 
and Homilies of the Church) that there is not a single passage in them which recognizes 
any one ol these peculiar doctrines, still I should be sorry (and indeed it would ill become 
so young a Layman as myself) to meddle with a question upon which so many great and 
good men have unfortunately differed. I, therefore, recommend the reader to consult on 
one side, Overton's "True Churchman ascertained," Scott's "Calviuism, &e." and 
Toplady*s " Historic Calvinism of the Church of England ;" and on the other side, Tortiline's 
M Refutation of Calvinism," the Appendix to *' An Enquiry into the Doctrines of Necessity 
and Predestination," by the present learned Bishop of LiandaS, (Dr. Copplestone ;) Bishop 
Mant's " Appeal to the Gospel," preached at the Bampton Lecture, A. D. 1812 ; Archdeacon 
Daubeny's "Vindichn Ecclesia;" and Archbishop Laurence's " Attempt to illustrate those 
Articles of the Church of England, which the Caiyinista improperly consider as CalvinfaticaL' 
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incorrigibly depraved. N«w the Church 6f England, cm tfate «m* 
Wary, believes and maintains that, although the heart, passions, 
Will, and understanding, and indeed all the faculties and powers 
of Adam were greatly corrupted, perverted* and impaired by hi» 
transgressiou of the divine command, and that he transmitted this 
weak, imperfect, and depraved nature to every individual of his 
descendants, yet that this propensity to evil and wifckedness, 
universal in. extent and powerful in its effects, has not entirely 
destroyed the moral powers of man, nor utterly obliterated from 
the human mind All idea 6f distinction between right and wrong, 
nor eradicated every good affection from the human heart ; so that 
men, notwithstanding the pcrverseness of their will, and the violence 
of their passions, are capable of checking their inclination to evil, 
df putting a degree of restraint upon their siuful lusts, ,and of 
strengthening their feeble sense of duty by the exercise of their 
reason. I propose to defend this opinion, first, by the testimony 
of Profane History, proving that men were always capable of 
counteracting the depravity introduced into their nature by the fall 
of Adam ; secondly, by the testimony of general observation and 
experience, proving that the propensities, affections, and faculties 
of mankind are still capable of control, cultivation, and enlargement 
in different circumstances ; thirdly, by the testimony of the Old 
Testament, proving that before, and under the Jewish law there 
was a capacity in man to distinguish between good and evil, and a 
power of acting according to the determination of reason ; and 
lastly, by the testimony of the New Testament, proving that a 
man may by his own natural and unassisted powers, do works good 
in the sight of men, although those works may not be good in the 
sight of God, " in whose sight the heavens ure not clean. 1 '* Now, 
first, the testimony of Profane History induces us to believe that 
maukind were always capable of counteractiug.the depravity intro- 
duced into their nature by the fall of Adam, because otherwise we 
cannot account for the numerous acts of mercy, justice, and self- 
denial recorded in its pages, proving beyond a doubt that the 
temporary and occasional control of their sinful passions was not 
physically impossible to many of the heathen ; and, therefore, that 
Whatever may have been the depravity of their heart, yet that every 
good affection was not totally extinguished; beeause reason was not 
given to them (any more than to others) merely to distinguish them 
from the brute creation, but by its exercise to strengthen them 
in their feeble sense of duty. In the second place, by our own 
observation and experience we arrive at a similar conclusion; for 
although we daily meet with, and hear of many depraved characters, 
yet we should carefully bear in mind that this delinquency is not 
justly attributable to a radical and incorrigible depravity of nature, 
but is more frequently the result of perverted habits, vicious 

* Job XT. 15, 
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example, or defective education; indeed, upon no other priuciple 
can we account for the striking difference which exists between the 
simple, honest, and nnvitiated disposition of retired villagers, and 
the selfish and corrupted inclinations of the inhabitants of a populous 
manufacturing neighbourhood ; for the influence of bad example is 
so uu bounded, that the purest and most virtuous mind cannot 
always withstand the evil temptations thrown iu its way, and 
becomes tainted iu proportion to its intercourse with vicious 
associates ; but, even in a populous town, (although more rarely 
than in a village,) the approbation of virtue and detestation of 
vice which prevail among its inhabitants sufficiently prove that 
the moral sense is not entirely annihilated. But, thirdly, (which 
is more to our present purpose,) the general tenour of the 
Sacred Writings evidently proves the same doctriue ; in the Old 
Testament many instances could be cited of a capacity in mau 
to distinguish between good aud evil; thus we read that the 
immediate sons of Adam lived under a divine law which they had 
the power of obeying, or of disobeying, for God said unto Cain, 
" if thou doest well, 8 halt thou not be accepted, and if thou 
doest not well] sin lieth at the door;'** and notwithstanding the 
rapid and excessive progress of sin after the fall, we are informed 
that amidst the general depravity, "Enoch walked with God;"t 
and that " Noah was a just man, and perfect iu his generation, 
and walked with God ;"J between the flood and the promulgation 
of the law lived Abraham who was called by God Himself 
f the Friend of God ;"§ God was pleased to listen to Isaac's prayer t || 
and Job was " perfect aud upright, and one that feared God and 
eschewed evil ;"H all which are instauces of a capacity in man to 
distinguish between good and evil, aud of acting according to the 
determination of reason; whilst in the inspired writings of the 
Prophets also some degree of uprightness, aud also a power of 
abandoning siu in cousequence of reflection, are unequivocally 
acknowledged. 4 '* To leave the Old Testament for the JVew, we 
meet with several instances of a power of religious improvement, 
affording abundant proof of some discrimination of moral character ; 
thus amongst the Jews, we read that there were some "who 
departed not from the Temple, but looked for redemption in 
Jerusalem, "ft and that " there were dwelling at Jerusalem, Jews, 
devout men, out of every nation under heaven."JJ That there is 
at least a degree of righteousness in some men is evideut from the 
words of our Saviour, " I am not come to call the righteous, but 
sinners to repentance ;"§§ because we cannot suppose that the word 
"righteous" implies the •« ^(/"-righteous," for neither will the 
context, nor the occasion, on which this declaration was made, 

• Gen. tr. 7. f Gen. r. 24. t Gen. vi. 9. { Jas. H. 25 ; & Isa. xli. 8. || Gen. xxril 

1 Job. L 1. •* Sm particularly E*ek. xriii. £6-32; and ha. W. 7. 

ft Lok« il. 87. 38. tt Acta ii. 5. H Matt. ix. 13. 

UU 
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admit of such an interpretation, and indeed the Gospel &oe$ call 

the "^//"-righteous," not being whole, and having great need of a 

Spiritual Physician; nor docs the term imply such as are entirely 

free from sin, because there is not a just man upon the earth, nor 

any man who is not a sinner, but those who are comparatively 

" righteous/' of reformed lives, as were Zecharias and Elizabeth, 

" who were both righteous before God, walking in all the Com- 

maudments and Ordinances of the Lord blameless"* and Simeon, 

who is also called "righteous," and many others- who needed not 

that repentance which consists in the change of the life from a 

course of sinning to a living unto God, and among the "just persons 

who needed no repentance/' having already endeavoured to act in 

conformity with their sense of moral and religious obligation. On 

the authority of our Saviour also we may believe that there is some 

honesty, some goodness of heart, in the human race ; for in tb* 

Parable of the Sower, He declares that that seed which " fell on 

the good ground, are they which iu an honest and good heart, 

having heard the word, keep it, and bring forth fruit with patience/'t 

and that different men possess different degrees of goodness, for of 

this seed some brought forth " an hundred- fold, some sixty, some 

thirty ."$ Moreover, on the authority of St. Paul we may believe 

that men can and do comply with moral duties even before they are 

persuaded to do so by a knowledge of the precepts of the Gospel; 

for that Apostle in referring to the ancient Gentile World, as 

contradistinguished to the Jews, (after observing that " the doers ' 

of the law shall be justified/') says, "the Gentiles, which have 

not the law, do by nature the things contained in the law," and 

" are a law unto themselves, which show the work of the law 

writteu in their hearts, their consciences also bearing witness,- and 

their thoughts the mean while accusing, or else excusing one 

auother;"§ now it is very plain, if the Gentiles "were a law unto 

themselves/' and if " the Jaw was written in their hearts," that 

it was possible for them to obey that law, for otherwise how could 

their "consciences bear them witness, and their thoughts accuse 

or excuse one another;" indeed, he expressly declares that- * f they 

do by nature the things contained in the law," that is, the Gentiles 

through the natural suggestions of their own minds, discharge the 

moral duties enjoined by the law of Moses, for the Ceremonies iof 

the Mosajc Ritual were certainly never observed by any other people 

than the Jews themselves; and, consequently, this argument of 

the Apostle satisfactorily proves that mankind were always capable 

of obeying, although that obedience has been very rare, and always 

imperfect. It is* also an error on the part of our Wesleyan Brethren 

,to believe that " every action of roan is sinful and deserving of 

eternal punishment," because not only particular actions of men 

are commended both in the Old and New Testament, but at the 

: £ 

* Luke i. 0; 2 Cor. iil 7. 8. f Luke viii. 15. * Mutt. xiii. 88. \ Rom. ii U. 15. 
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day of retribution Christ h described as saying, " Well done, tbou 
good and faithful seryant,"* which implies that a man's general 
habits and conduct in life may be deserving of the approbation of 
His Judge, lu fact, if " every action of man be sinful and punish- 
able," where are the justifying works of which St. James speaks 1 
_where can be " the charity, and service, and patience," recorded in 
the Revelationslt Where are those who have " not defiled their 
garments," who " are worthy," and " whose names are not blotted 
out of the book of life?"J We may, therefore, conclude that the 
doctrine of the total and incorrigible depravity of, and au irresistible 
propensity to evil in, our fallen nature, is not a doctrine inculcated 
in the Word of God ; nor is this ajl, for it is much to be feared 
that this doctrine is not only at variance with the Scriptures, but 
*hat it is of dangerous consequence — that it discourages every, 
laudable" and virtuous exertion, paralizes the energies of virtue, 
checks the struggles of piety, damps the ardour of benevolence,, 
and extinguishes the spirit of Christian charity; produces irre- 
coverable despondency, confounds those who live under the absolute 
dominion of sin, with those who occasionally yield to temptation, 
and destroys all distinction between virtue and vice, and thereby ■ 
makes men careless of their conduct, by making uo discrimination 
between the habitually wicked, and those who through surprise or 
iaadvertency deviate from the path of duty, between premeditated 
crimes, and unintentional offences. 

Q. 8Q*-r-Hoi0 do you prove that " Conversion " is not represented 
in Scripture as "an instantaneous and inward impression on the 
Soul, whereby the Spirit of God directly witnesses to a man's 
Spirit that he is the child of God V 9 

"Conversion" (according to the doctrine of the Church of 
England, and, as shall be hereafter proved, of the Scriptures also) 
is not any instantaneous and transient impression on the mind, but 
consists in the deliberate and rational conviction iu an awakened 
and contrite conscience of the folly, wretchedness, and danger of 
sin, in a hearty repentance of it through faith in the blood of the 
Redeemer, in stedfast purposes of a real and actual reformation 
' and amendment of the heart from its natural or acquired corruption 
to the love and fear of Almighty God, in a regular and diligent use 
of the appointed means of grace, and in a resolute perseverance in 
holiness of life, under the guidance of the revealed will of God, 
and with the preventing and assisting grace of His Holy Spirit, 
Now this notion of " Conversion** differs from that entertained by 
our Wesleyan Brethren upon the same subject in five materia} 
and important particulars— first, because it is not a "sudden and 
instantaneous operation," finishing the whole business of Religion 
at once, but sloufly and deliberately effected, and discovering itself 
jfas experience shows us) more and more, in a hatred of sin, and 

* Matt xxt. 21. 23. t Rev. ii. 19. t Rev. iii. 4. 5. 
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in a gradual progress and improvement in those graces, which the 
Scripture declares to he " the fruits of the Spirit,"*— secondly, 
because it is not described as wrought upon the soul by the Spirit 
of God, operating independently of, aud in a manner distinguished 
from evidence, argument, and moral suasion, and without the 
concurrence and co-operation of the human mind,— thirdly, because 
it is not an operation that is sensibly felt, and to be judged of by 
the impulses, ardours, and extacies which we may feel within us, 
but as no otherwise discernable than by its fruits and effects, as 
they appear in the lives of Christians, namely, a sincere desire of 
learning and doing the will of God, of loving, fearing, and obeying 
Him— inasmuch as the Church of England does not consider it 
necessary that such " Conversion," which she believes to be dearly 
distinguishable from "Regeneration** or the new birth, although 
often identified with it by ignorant persons, (and the expression of 
♦'Regeneration" being employed in Scripture to signify only that 
admission into Christ's kingdom, which takes place at Baptism,^) 
should he effected in every person, nor of necessity be wrought iu 
all alike, whatever may have been their previous character and 
conduct, whether sincerely religions or not,-— and finally, it shall 
be made to appear in the course of the argument, that the doctrine 
of "Conversion" as professed by the Church of Eugland also bears 
no resemblance to the Wesleyan notion in the consequences by 
which it is followed. Now it shall be proved that the Wesleyan 
notion of " Conversion " is at variance with the Scriptural repre- 
sentation of the same doctrine, first, in the rapidity with which 
they describe it to be effected, believing it to be an operation 
"completed always suddenly, very frequently in a moment, and 
with the rapidity of lightning," and it shall be also shown that the 
cases which they cite in support of their notion, (viz. of " the 
dyiug Thief upon the Cross, of St. Paul, of the Jailor at Philippi, 
and of the others recorded in Holy Writ,") are nothing to the 
purpose, and, therefore, may he said to fail of proof. For in 
referring to the examples of Conversions recorded in Scripture, 
(which, although followed by the fruits of a Christian Faith, were 
nevertheless not of hardened sinners to habits of piety and virtue, 
but almost entirely of Jews and Heathens, that is, of unbelievers, 
to a belief in the Christian Revelation,) we find them to he of two 
distiuct and different kinds— the one wrought by a miracle, the 
other resulting from the deductions of reason ; in the former case, 
the Conversion, being the consequence of miraculous evidence to 
the truth, must (as one would naturally suppose) be instantaneous; 
to this class belong the instances cited by our Wesleyan Brethren ; 
for example, the Jailor at Philippi made his earnest enquiry, "Sirs, 

* Gal. t. 22. 

f The reader is particularly requested to peruse the answer to Quest 49, on " Baptismal 

Regeneration," before he proceed any farther with the present answer. 
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what must I do to be saved/' in consequence of the supernatural 
earthquake, which shook the foundations, and opened all the doors 
of the prison ;* again, it was " the light from heaven above the 
brightness of the sun," and the voice of "the heavenly vision," 
which converted St. Paul from an active persecutor, into a most 
zealous propagator of the truth ;t and the same observation applies 
to the " many other cases recorded in Holy Writ," belonging to 
this class of Conversions— thus when the preaching of St. Peter on 
the day of Pentecost added to the Church three thousand souls, 
they were men, who had been "amazed and confounded" by the 
effusion of the Holy Ghost, and the supernatural gift of tongues:}; 
when five thousand believed the word preached by St. Peter and 
St. John, it was whilst they were " filled with wonder and amaze- 
ment" at the restoration of him, who had been lame from his 
mother's womb ;§ it was the sight of the paralytic, who, having 
" kept his bed eight years," had been restored to health by the 
word of St. Peter, which occasioned all the people of Lydda and 
Saron to "turn unto the Lord;"|| and it was the blindness inflicted 
by St. Paul on Elymas the sorcerer, which made the Proconsul of 
Asia "believe, beiug astonished at the doctrine of the Lord/'H 
But all these cases of Conversion, let it be remembered, were the 
consequence of miraculous evidence to the truth, and, therefore, 
must be immediately referred to its miraculous testimony in the 
same manner as an effect is referred to its cause; but as where 
such miraculous causes do not exist such effects cannot possibly 
follow, therefore (as such miraculous causes do not at present 
exist) such effects (viz. instantaneous Conversions) must not in 
the present day be expected; and consequently this first class of 
Conversions (viz. instantaneous Conversions) beiug altogether 
miraculous, can no more be claimed in our times than the plenary 
inspiration of the Holy Spirit, and the power to work miracles that 
fell upon the immediate Disciples of Christ. But this first class of 
Conversions effected instantaneously were not only miraculous, but 
even in the days of the Apostles themselves were quite extraordinary, 
that is, not according to the general rule, which rule, therefore, 
(as they constitute in reality the exception to it.) they ought not 
to prejudice, nor be drawn into example; for by far the greater 
number of Conversions specified in Scripture are described as the 
gradual and progressive result of a deliberate attention to the 
ordinary methods of conviction, and a willing and rational acqui- 
escence in that result ; so that even if the miraculous effect had 
survived its miraculous cause, and that in the present times 
(although long subsequent to the use of miracles) the miraculous 
(or instantaneous) effect still prevailed notwithstanding that the 
miraculous cause which produced it had ceased, (which would be 

• Acfrxri, 25-30. fActaix.3;xxli6;xxvi.l3. J Acts it 6. 7. 8, 37. iActlUi.10, 
|| Actaix.33-35. 1 Actoxtti. 11. 18. 
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impossible*) still if it can be but proved (as indeed it can) tbat 
even in the age of miracles, examples of this latter kind of Con- 
version (viz. of a deliberate and voluntary acceptance of, and a 
compliance with divine Religion, and a gradual building np in 
Faith and Holiness,) were more frequent and ordinary, it is far 
more reasonable to expect in the present day Conversions of this 
latter description, and which were gradually wrought, than those 
kinds which (being instantaneous and miraculous) were more rare 
and seldom. Now the following examples may be cited as jnst 
specimens of the second, and far more general class of Conversions 
which prevailed in the Primitive ages of Christianity ; we find it 
recorded in the Acts of the Apostles, that the Sermon of St. Peter, 
which was occasioned by the astonishment consequent upon the 
miraculons 1 gift of tongues, was occupied in convincing the inquiring 
multitude,' that there was no illusion in their claim to inspiration ; 
that H was a completion of their aiicienl prophecies, several others 
of which had also 'been fulfilled in the Person of Christ ; apjLip 
pressing ojrtfMr minds the miraculous acts of ft is life* an 4 JBis 
Resurrection, and 'fells As'ceusibn intip Heaven*— -it was with.sj^lar 
argtifnelitWtHat he Wrought upon the, minds of the,$ve thpus^noV, 
trhd floe &ed\t OgethW on the cure of tbe lame manf-— theCopyersioa 
e^Cor^Hns, fte first fruits of .the Gentile world, (which fcad been 
begun bjr a Supernatural visioij,) was promoted by Peter bearing 
witness to the miracles and Resurrection of Christ J— the Gentiles 
ofAntioch, impressed with the "word of exhortation" delivered 
by St. Paul, but perhaps not thoroughly persuaded by his doctrine, 
"besought that the same words might be preached unto them the 
next Sabbath ; H § the inter pal was probably employed in meditations 
#nd inquiries on the subject of bis discourse; and when on " the 
next Sabbath-day" as they bad requested, (" almost all the whole 
city having come together to bear the Word of God,"[J) the Apostle 
resumed his argument, and tendered to the Gentiles the same 
salvation in Christ, which he had offered to the Jews, we read that 
" they were glad and glorified the Word of the Lord, and as many 
as were ordained to" (tit«7/xh>w,1I that is, well-disposed, or fit for) 
"eternal life, believed;** when St. Paul preached in the Synagogue 
of Thessalouica, the Jews did not believe instantly, upon his first 
addressing them, nor until " on three Sabbath-days he had reasoned 
with them out of the Scriptures ; opening and alleging that Christ 
must needs have suffered, and riseu again from the dead ; and 
that this Jesus, whom he preached unto them, was Christ ;" and 
at Berea, it is recorded that they were not converted suddenly or 
instantaneously, but gradually, for although " they received the 

* Acts ii. 14-96. f Acte iii. 12—26 ; iv. 4. t Acts x. 34-43. * Acts xiii. 14— 4a 

|| Acts xiii. 44. 

1 See als.o 1 Cor* xyI 15, where the same word is rendered " addicted," & compare LuVejx. 62. 

** Acts xiii. 48. 
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WoVd with readiness of mind/' yet it was not nntil they had 
•* searched the Scriptures daily, to see whether those things were 
90," and it is added that •* therefore" (that is, because, or in 
consequence of that search, and finding that " those things were 
so,") " many of them believed;"* their conversion, therefore, was 
the consequence of their daily investigation of the Scriptures, and 
ingenuous comparison between them and the doctrine of the Apostle 
and not the result of any sudden and instantaneous impression upon 
the mind. We may, therefore, infer that the doctrine of " Instan* ' 
taneous Conversion " is unsupported by the authority of Scripture, 
which invariably describes all Convections of the ordinary kind, 
effected by the Apostles, to have been the slow and progressiva 
result of a deliberate attention to the ordinary methods of conviction. 
We may proceed to the consideration of the second particular in 
which the Wesleyan definition of Conversion differs from that of 
the Church of England, namely, the means employed to effect it, 
which they believe to be the working, or. direct witness upon the 
mind of the Spirit of God, operating independently of, aud in a 
manner distinguished from evidence, argument, and moral suasion. 
Now in doubting whether the Holy Spirit be the sole Author af 
human Conversion, the Church of England nevertheless bclicyes 
that God can interpose in so awful and impressive a manner, anfl 
arrest the sinner in his career of infidelity and wickedness, au$ 
tarn him from darkness unto light, but she feels convinced that 
such a mode of Conversion is by no means agreeable to tog 
ordinary course of His proceedings. She finds upon reference, to 
the Scriptures, that the Apostles employed sound and -epbep 
arguments to convince the reason of their hearers, and that t\\$ 
Conversion of the latter was generally effected by jput^nd fto$ 
ordinary means, such as evidence, moraV^uifg^n,,^^ „w}yj$t 9^ 
the other hand* she can find no authppty wh^t^^ef, /presupposing, 
that any thought, or act pf the human mini, i^^ejqgefij!,,^,^ 
sole motion or immediate impulse Qt the.lioly.^i^^al^ougli^ll 
pious Christians live under His vgraciou^ iuflueuqe,,,exc^mg and 
enabling thetn to the performance o]F good actions ; pnfi especially 
because there is no other testimony of such thought or act, being 
the immediate inspiration of the Holy Spirit, than the. mere 
imagination or persuasion of the person so affected. Now whilst 
there is not a single passage in the New Testament which leads 
us to suppose that any supernatnral power is exerted over the minds 
of ordinary hearers, much can be shown to attribute their Con- 
version to the voluntary exercise of their own reason ; even our 
blessed Saviour Himself requires some voluntary steps to be taken 
prior to Conversion, for His Command to His Disciples, first to 
"ask for the Spirit, and it should be given them,"t necessarily 
implies that if men do not endeavour by their own prayers and 

* Acta zvii. U. f Luke xi. la 
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exertions to obtain the Holy Spirit, tbey will in vain hope that 
their Heavenly Father will give them that Holy Spirit. Religion, 
indeed, is as much a work of the understanding, as of the heart 
and affections, and, therefore, if we look through the Acts of the 
Apostles, (notwithstanding the fact that when they preached the 
doctrines of Christianity to men, the senses of the latter bore 
testimony to tlte supernatural endowments and miraculous powers 
of the Preachers, yet) we shall find that the Conversions recorded 
in that Book were, almost in every case, owing to the exercise of 
the natural powers of the persous who were converted ; and it is 
but reasonable to expect that it should be more generally the case 
in the present day, when the Clergy are assisted only by ordiniry 
visitations of divine grace, and their Congregations have beea 
familiar with the truths of the Gospel, and with uniform habits of 
Christian purity. Thus we may conclude from the mention that 
is made in Scripture of the Jewish, Samaritan, and Gentile Converts, 
that they were not only converted by any " direct witness" or sole 
impulse, or impression of the Holy Spirit, but that they were even 
converted before the Holy Ghost was poured out upon them in any 
shape , at all events, St. Paul represents the Conversion of the 
Ephesians to have been the consequence of their having heard the 
Gospel preached, and the communication of the Holy Ghost to have 
been subsequent to their Conversion ;* it is also evident that the 
Jews were converted by the Apostles' miracles, persuasive argu* 
ments, and appeals to those Scriptures which they acknowledged 
to be divinely inspired; and the Conversion of the Bereans appears 
to have been the result of the candour with which they listened to 
the preaching of the Apostles, and of the diligence with which they 
inquired into the evidences of the Gospel ; in fact, we may argue 
that some exertion of the human will is necessary to Conversion 
from the words of St. James the Apostle, for he requires sinners 
to " draw nigh to God" first, (which implies that some approach 
to God is first necessary on the part of men,) in order that "God 
may draw nigh to thera,"t and exhorts the wicked to " cleanse 
their own hands and to purify their own hearts/'t that is, to repent 
and be converted, which are convertible terms. We will now 
examine the third distinguishing characteristic of the definition of 
Christian Conversion given by our Wesleyan Brethren, namely, its 
perceptibility by impulses, ardours, and extacies, producing (as 
they themselves declare};) indescribable convulsions and contortions, 
torpor, groans, dreadful conflicts and agonies of soul, and alter- 
nations of extatic rapture and gloomy despair of heavenly exultation 
and the agonies of bell ; which symptoms they emphatically term 
the "pangs aud travails of the new birth." Now as I shall make 

• Eph. l is. f Ju. iv. 8. 

% 8m WMtfield'i Works, vol i. p. 200, 967, 370, 407, 461, 477 } Wesley* Jonnufc, p. 118, 

No. ill p. 88, 36, aadfiOtoSS, &c.j alu WUtfleld't Eighteen Sermon* 
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no attempt here to detect the error of identifying or confounding 
the " new birth/' (or Regeneration, which is wrought at Baptism) 
with Conversion, which is synonimous with Repentance, (being 
always conjoined with it in Scripture, " Repent and be converted, 
that your sins may he blotted out,") I will proceed to show that 
we cannot judge correctly of our Conversion by any sensible 
impulses and impressions, which we may feel within us, not only 
because such internal impulses are not to be depended upon, but 
also because the Scriptures do no where promise them, nor lay any 
stress upon them. That they are not to be depended upon is 
evident, first, because no one but God Himself can distinguish the 
motions and suggestions of the human mind from the suggestions 
of His Spirit within us ; secondly, because they may proceed from 
different causes, and indeed most frequently result from the mere 
predominance of a warm and enthusiastic imagination over the 
judgment ; and, thirdly, because wicked men may possess them, 
and good men may want them ; from these and other reasons, we 
may infer that they are no sigus or marks of Conversion. Moreover, 
the Scriptures have no where promised, nor laid any stress upon 
these sensible impulses as attendant upon Conversion ; in fact, they 
describe it as not perceptible by any sensible impulse whatever, 
distinctly and positively declaring that we know no more of the 
workings of the Spirit than we know of the wind — " the wind," 
Sftys our blessed Saviour, "bloweth where it listeth, and thou 
hear est the sound thereof, but canst not tell whence it cometh, 
nor whither it goeth— so is every one that is born of the Spirit ;"* 
and elsewhere He affirms that " the kingdom of God cometh not 
with observation ,"t and that more frequently it is " as if a man 
should cast seed into the ground, and should sleep, and rise night 
«nd day, and the seed should spring and grow up, he knoweth not 
how."{ And, therefore, the mere fact of laying claim to the 
operation of the Spirit in Conversion within us, so as to declare 
such and such feelings to be excited by it, affords an unequivocal 
proof of our not possessing it, because, as wc have seen, (and, 
therefore, our Saviour expressly affirms of Himself, " If I bear 
witness of myself, my witness is not true, but the works that I do, 
they bear witness of me,"§) the manifestation of the Spirit is silent 

* John iii. 8. f Luke xvii 2a t Mark iv. 26. 27. 

| The erroneous tendency of this notion of a " direct witness of the Spirit " is seen in nothing 
more than in the character assumed by its advocates, and the enthusiastic language which 
they make use of. Let me not be supposed to object to religious *eal, if it be but a 
"seal according to knowledge" and sound Judgment. Any one, however, who will take 
the trouble to read the Journals of Mr. Whitfield, or Mr. Wesley, will find them filled with 
passages which most decidedly support the notion of the present existence of miracles, at 

' least, so far as the plenary inspiration of the Holy Spirit be a miracle. Thus the former in 
his Journal asserts that " the kingdom of God was within him," (Journal iii. p. 4. ) ; that 
"his opposers, would they but apeak, could not but confess that God was with him of a 
truth," (ibid. p. 8.) that is, that God was specially present with him. He also affirms that he 
bad a special and immediate minion from God, for he declares that "he was soon convinced 
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and imperceptible. Finally, our Wcsleyar^ Brethren, are jnistaicqQ 
in supposing that in order to a state,, of* saltation, sucp, 411 entire 
change of mind, of views and dispositions,)^, they believe Con- 
version to be, must he effect e'4. in, pyery person, alike, whatever 
may have been their previous character and.. conduct. There is a. 
Conversion from iufidclity, that j£, of unbelievers to a belief jn t^e 
Christian Religion, and such, fqr, th^.roost part, ajethe Conversions 
which are recorded in Scripture, as of the Je\v, v ^e p6Vj8flfo, ( $e 
Sadducee, the Gentile, ai;d the Jtf^later, enc^,,of wl^ona .needed 
Conversion from bis errors* whether ju principle, jff in .practice, 
before he could become a beUever>p4hp ) Uuths l ,. i o ) r i cou i Jd ) pra i c|i9e 
the duties of the Gospel; such, however,, were^qases y^HiibeUpye^s 
converted , to a belief in Christianity, and not (as j qifr .^djEiyaji 
Brethren suppose) of bard euecj .sinners pouvcrtcd^to.^a^s.o^p^yf 
and virtue ; in fact, our, Savipur in reference to; ^^/irgk/jflu^efta 
thus instructed His Apostles,/' Ijiito \yhaf,spyc/ q!^ 
enter, inquire who in it is worthy*"*, ajid §lj, Xuke, rpsr)(;ctiv { elV 
describes those 'Converts, as "devout men," " worshipping, G^ r 
diligent in "searching the Scriptures/' anjl ^recejvjpg^Uie .w^rjl 
with all humility and readiness of miuoY', men disposedto^ r,ecejfe 
the Gospel by previous habits of. piety, proportioned to Ui'e^pflpof- 
tunities—* thus the Proconsul ( of Asia ^;as ( a prudent pan ^.a.s.wtfl 
as desirous of hearing the Word of Qp$\ the Ethiopian, emiu£h 
was a man of probity, (as is evident from the unlimited confi,qep<}e 
reposed in him by his Sovereign,) and o( Ij^igjuq, beffaq^p, he^ayi 
" gone to Jerusalem to worship" and on ^is. ) Return, .•J^tUp^yi 
his chariot, read Esajas the Prophet,;" C«ru,eljus wa$ "a M£v/jot 
man and one that feared Goc( witjiall his hou^e, /«f^cb,.gavp p^ndi 
alms to the people, a,ud prayed to (,iad always^'-^np*,^. Rfflf* 

that God had lent him thMer of a troth/* (Journal t p. t>.)'>M, thttofetf, thrtt «'w1w*ii» 
had spoken /row* God> would pome te pasa," (Journal ii. p. ,}fk\ (l flencejfe professes to tftif k 
and act under the immediate guidance of a divine inspiration declaring that he " made a 
farewell exhortation, as God gave him Utterance," (i. p. 13.) tliat «' he«ari jilted with the 
Holy Ghoit, 1 * (Hi. p. 13.) and " feared he should quench the Spirit, did he not go on to speak 
as He (i. e. the Spirit) gone him uttetande," <p. 17.) for that " he frit the Spirit of God 
working ia him mightily," (p. 24.) and that "his heart was full of God, and he spake at 
• one having authority,' •» (Hi. p. 106.) Nor mast we feel surprised nt his rppres&itittfou of 
the wonderful enVcts of his preaching, as of "the finger of God," (Hi. p. flO.) tfrat his 
hearers through his means were ••filled with the Holy Ghost," (Hi. p. 45.) and "born of 
God," (p. 43) and that "they received the Holy Ghost, immediately upon his preaching 
Christ," (p. 72.) ; numberless other passages could be cited In which he not only claims the 
spirit of prophecy, saying, that "he knows, that what he has spoken from God wilt come 
to pass,** (ii. p. 19 and 35.) but speaks of himself in the language and under the character of 
ChrUt Himtelf. (Sc» Journal Hi. p. 18. 20. 29. 55; also! p. 12. 18. 21. 23. 2fl. 32; 11. p. 7. 
8. 9. 12. 15. 34. 35; and iii. p. 3. 6. 8—19. 24. 29. 33. 35. 37. 40. 42—47. 50.* 5a 5*. S& 58. 
76. 80. 87. 88. 90. 92. 95. 102. 10R. 107. 103. and 110.) Bishop' Lavlngton, however, . cites 
some curious passages from Whitfield's writings on this subject, in which the latter acknow- 
ledges hi* error, **I,find (writes Whitfield) that I have frequently written and spoken 
ton much in my own Spirit, when I thought I was writing and speaking entirely by the 
assistance of the Spirit of God."-—*-" I have likewise too in won hiudu h/tpresxio»t, without 
the written Word of God, my role* of' acting.'* ISee part It h the "Enthusiasm of 
Methodists and Papists compared." p. 8a) • Matt. x. 11. 
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before Ms Conversion had been "ttrict according to the straitest 
eect of nis'rtligion," ** touching the rigbteousuess which is in the 
law, he ,, was btairtetess?' and " continually living in all good 
conscience before Gtfd:" In fact, it is but reasonable to suppose 
that the practice of morality should lead to the practice of 
Christianity, and that lie who is sensible of the difference between • 
Virtue and vice, and loves the one and abhors the other, should be 
"VbOte easily induced to embrace the tJospel than an abandoned and 
% profligate sinner; But, secondly, there is a Conversion not only 
from iitfJdelity; but also from sin, or from any particular sin, or 
course of sinning, for every Bin ner, although regenerated by Baptism, 
must be in a certafn sense converted; it is, however, an error to 
gdpposg that everp one, whatever may have been their previous 
'fcharacte'r and conduct, must experience this special Conversion, 
because We have reason to believe that there are many humble 
"Christians, who having been once "regenerated by water and the 
Holy 'Spirit,* * 'naVe so followed His holy motions, and improved 
His sanctifying 1 graces,' as both to believe and to live as it becomes 
tbefoHowers of Christ; and surely such persons, living in the fear 
Of God andih obedience to His will, need no such special Conversion. 
ffVtriay; therefore, conclude with observing that it is greatly to 
te feared that the 1 'notion of Conversion professed by bur Wesleyan 
Brethren, is calculated to rentier men careless about growing in 
'grace, and negligent of the outward means; and moreover; that 
impulses so suddenly and violently impressed npon the feelings, 
Mfrhere the reason* is- not engaged in their support, being naturally 
^vatreifceht; \dM frequently ^ieid to the reviving opposition of early, 
'feVtrarfte, find inveterate habits. Some, it is to be presumed, (and 
'fode^d'it^bul^'argtfe a want of Christian charity to doubt it,) may 
'nave b^cn 'effectually, sincerely, and permanently converted to 
pious sentiments | but the very founders themselves of Methodism 
li«ve candidly admitted that it has produced far different effects 
upon the majority of their followers ;* and, therefore, the Church 

• Thus Mr. Whitfield bpmself acknowledged that there were, among his followers "many 

mushroom converts, many persons that are always happy, happy, happy, and never were 

,, miserable ^ who hear the word with joy, and in a Mine of temptation fall away ; that made 

. him, cautious now, which he was not thirty years ago, of dubbing people couverts so soon ;" 

, .that " ^here were others, who, although they may have been converted twenty or thirty 

years ago, were perverted then, and stood in need of a further Conversion to close 

Christianity with God;** and others, "who, although they were really converted, were 

. still conformed to the world, were stiJI lukewarm, had ten thousand things that their own 

hearts must tell them they wanted to be converted from; who could go to a public-house, 

and play at cards, and the like, and yet bless God they were converted ; who had been 

arrested by God's grace, even after Conversion, when they were damning their own souls." 

(See Whitfield's Eighteen Sermons, p. 1*7. 134. 246.) Mr. Wesley also plainly confesses, that 

there were among his disciples, "sinners of every kind, and the great stumbling-block by 

them that say and do not. Such I take for granted," he says, " will be among ns, although. 

we purge them out as fast as we can ; persons, that talk much of religion j that commend 

the Preachers, perhaps are diligent in hearing them ; it may be, read all their books, and 

ajna; all Up ir hymns ; and yet no change is wrought in their hearts, Were they of old time 

w w % 
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of England has no reason whatever for believing her own opinion 
upon this important point to be less scriptural or less reasonable 
than that of oar Wesley an Brethren— " The operations of her 
Conversions/' writes a distinguished Prelate of the Hibernian. 
Church,* " may be slower, but they are more certain ; its effects 
may be milder, but they are more secure ; its conquests may bo 
less extensive, but it exerts a more permanent dominion over those 
whom it has subdued." 

Q. 90. — Why do the Clergy of the Church of England preack 
against the " doctrine of the Justification by Faith" seeing it is 
90 strenuously insisted upon by St Paul} 

The Church of England does not deny the doctrine of Justification 
by Faith -in the true and scriptural sense, nor are her Clergy 
wanting in inculcating it from the Pulpit, although they have been 
frequently accused of disallowing and preaching against it. This 
doctrine is justly esteemed to be one of the hardest parts of 
St. Paul's Epistles, and is thought by the most learned men to 
have been very early perverted by some of the first heretics to the 
purposes of incontinence and libertinism. To these St. Peter most 
probably alluded, charging them with "wresting," through their 
ignorance and unsteadiness, these, as well as other Scriptures, " to 
their own destruction ;"t and it was to correct these errors, and 
to put a stop to these misrepresentations of St. Paul, (which 
St. Paul himself seems to have guarded against,}; after telling us 
that his doctrine was misrepresented^) that St. James wrote his 
general Epistle, in which he determines as clearly as possible that 
a " man is justified by works, and not by faith only" As, however, 
great ambiguity on this subject appears to have arisen from the 
word "Justification" receiving different interpretations, it would 
not be amiss to take some notice of this point. "Justification" 
is, in the first place, used in Scripture to denote merely a state of 
Justification, that is, our being so far recovered from the fall, as 
to have obtained the pardon and favour of God, and thus to be 
capable of & final return to His kingdom. This first Justification 
is that which is chiefly referred to by St. Paul as taking place at 
Baptism: that Apostle makes this application of the term, because 
he is considering what it is which justifies Christians, when they 
axe first admitted into the Christian Covenant, namely, a vital 

as lions in their houses ? they are the same still ; were they (In low life) slothf0, intem- 
perate? were they tricking or dishonest, over-reaching or oppressive ? or did they borrow 
and not pay ? the Ethiopian hath not changed hit skin; were they (in high life) delicate, 
tender, self-indulgent ? were they nice in furniture or apparel ? were they fond of trifles, 
or their own dear persons ? the leopard hath not changed her spots. Others there are, in 
whom there was a real change ; but it was only for a season ; they are now turned back, and 
are two-fold more the children of hell than before." (See Wesley's Farther Appeal, p. ISO.) 
* Bishop Mant. The reader who may desire further information on this important subject, 
is referred to his Lordship's excellent Sermon on " A special and instantaneous Conversion 
not necessary for Christians. " 

f 2 Pet. UL 16. t Rom. tL 1 and 1ft; OaL ii. 17. V Rom. ill & 
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belief in (he troths and promises of the Gospel, together with those 
means of grace which hare been ordained for our salvation, for the 
works done in the flesh before the adoption of Christian principles 
had no avail io obtaining the terms of salvation ; hence he employs 
the word "justified" to signify our being released by Baptism 
from the effects of original siu, and restored to the hope of the 
.reward, which state is doubtless attained by Faith, including 
repentance for former offences. Now as this Apostle by Justification 
understands our admission into Christianity, we find hi in refer it 
invariably to the present life, and speaking of it nut as a future 
event, but as one which had already taken place in Christians ; 
for example, wl*ere he represents the Corinthians as having been 
foraserly guilty of great sius, he writes, "and such were some of 
yoa ; bat ye are washed, but ye are sanctified, bat ye are justified 
from year former guilt "in the name of the Lord Jesus, and by" 
(or through the operation of) " the Spirit of our God " at the time 
of Baptism ;* in which passage nothing is spoken of as future—* 
the washing, the sauctification, and the Justification, were all 
events which had already taken place ; again, when speaking of 
living Christians, he says, "being justified" from our former sins, 
♦'we have (now) peace with God;"t and in the very same Chapter 
he clearly distinguishes between Justification and Salvation, speaking 
of the former as having already taken place, and of the latter as being 
future, "Being now justified," says he, "we shall be saved from 
wrath through Him ;"£ and, therefore, according to this Apostle's 
application of the term, Justification is the remission of sins at 
Baptism, Salvation the attainment of happiness hereafter ; nor is 
there a single passage in which he tells his converts that they will 
hereafter be justified, but always addresses them as persons who 
have been justified; that is, the guilt of whose former sins, both 
original and actual, have been washed away by Baptism, and who 
have been accepted by God, and reconciled to, and accounted /&«/ 
and righteous iu His sight; for it is evident from the Scriptural 
representation of the nature and effects of Baptism, that when 
administered according to the appointed Form of a true Believer, 
it does, convey such " Justification ."§ But, secondly, allowing 
such to be a state of Justification, it is certain that any subsequent 
disobedience is incompatible with a state of Justification, because 
the Scriptures do expressly require obedience to the active precepts 
of the Gospel as an absolute condition of Salvation— -for instance, 
our Saviour Himself insists upon reformation and moral purity as" 
an absolute condition of an admission into Heaven ; declaring that 
he only shall "enter into the kingdom of Heaven"* who " doeth 
the will of His Father who is in Heaven," that if we be not qualified* 
by holiness and good works we may " seek to enter in, and shaff 
not be able," that those who plead their faith as a ground o£ 

♦ I Cor. ri. II. f Roto. r. 1. X Rom. y. 9. \ See £>ue«t. 19. 
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acceptance, " saying Lord, Lord, &c." shall be rejected, and He 

even discriminates between JMjcJf M pej *P R* t <M*fc Aboae wbo were 
"zealous of good tforks/* say^uff, '* ky^t\wiV) fmity fre> shaJlfcnew 
them. ,r Hence He instructed Bis follower.*, r*f tfiey lo*ed.Him 
to keep His dommaudments," to "let their light s~ ea shine before 
men, that 1 they may see their good worjes, an4 glorify ihejr .Father 
in Heave*,"* and to be "^ dperf, of $\e, yard, &*$ nnteheareras only, 
deceiving their own selves.;" because that '.' f o?c&pfc tiieir righteous* 
ness exceeded the righteousness of Ab& ^ribetianditfhjuriseeilt they 
should in no case enter into He kingdom N p| &ea«reji,*?nfor;that 
'•the hour was coming, when Lin \; th^^/ha4 4oneigo^(labonkl«ome 
forth iimlu the resurrection of li'ltf, ,04$ *be# tbftt <btad<jd«ike e*fil, 
unto the resurrection of dapinat^p^t T i:,^^n A*eiiBisiApostlei*at 
all backward in inculcating the same, dectrwASt tfiajHeroeab assert 
that the purpose of Christ's coaling wftflv po\ ^teachb<flieu*t*>rtj*ay 
ungodliness unci worldly lusts, a t<Uo Jive, soberly, ^ghte«wly,'>aBd 
godly in the present world ;"J nn$ \h»t t on, tbe/4a$ of)Jbdgroent 
"by our works mid words (and jiot 6y qpf jRaitjUitftdy)' shall ^we) be 
justified or condemned.' 1 We wjjl J^gia /wi&i£U tPbuI, iwhJDse 
writings stand first in order in t^e.^ew.jTe^ament^idbis.A^wBtie 
in his Epistle to the Romans, ({he, lastv £?e .chapter* ftfrn&hicli 
are exclusively npon moral and r f^aft4Ct^l l ft*^oif»ynnei|mvec«Hy 
declares that "t-Jbd will render to jevcrj. ma,n .acceding] te liisiefttanH' 
(and not according to his proportion of Faith,} V to It Hem tth*nby 
patient continuance in well dmug eternal lifi^jbnttiJiiiitQi them tiiat 
do not obe^ the truth, indignation and wraAh>d tribulation .add 
anguish, npon every soul that doctli erij, bujtglory^ honour, and 
peace to evtry man, that worketh guudi %yi». hie ,fir»ti:Bnietle 
to the Corfutfrians,- the same Apostle ii ifor inaut&etfi ,sh«k rtoVh* 
unrigbteons sh&ll not inherit the fqng/dam, of lGfcpfl;nj| !tmd«>rnultts 
second Epistle/ affirms that/' at the Judgment stfafe of £hria* every 
one shall 1 receive the things done in his bud ^lecqeftUtgite' that he 
bath done, Whether it bp good or bad,"U andnetitterelyiaiB he has 
believed; on' which account he enjuins them to, "afeoond fce «te*ny 
good work r'** \iq tells the Ephesians that "weiaoe jcredted in 
Christ Jesus rtnto good uoork# t and that tioij ha* ordained tbsJt We 
should walk in ^tnemV'f t ^ |ni^M^i<^wia*a^dt»«A walk 
worthy of the Lord unto all pleasing bejpg fruitful >4n^e*dry>£(roiJ 
worAr ; ,, J!|:in' , hls ,, Charges to Timothy anaVJ&uf* ,#nroswWehy<ies . 
they were biitliBi^hoi^ of the pliris^ian Cb.orph, uwe^ajt red sen ably 
expect to team' w^at dpctfine the ^iu^st^s ofv\thevftfesent3 day 
ought to preach,) he requires the formen Joj," charge i^¥*» that mw 
rich in this world that t^eyflo^gopfy, |tjbai,,they.ibe xidxAn gdid 
works, laying up in store for them$qlyes a gopd/onndaUoB-agaittst 
the time to come, that- they may l^y hold qn eternal kfcuT§| and 
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Discourse of our Saviour,, one Sermon of any of His Aposttes, or 
one Epistle, ia wbieh there is not an exhortation to the practice of 
moral virtue, or in which a reward is not promised to holiness of 
life; and we have already seen that in the Epistles of St, Paul 
(upon particular passages of which our Wesleyan Brethren lay to 
much stress) are the most earnest injunctions to the performance 
of the relative duties, and a variety of declarations and precepts 
ell tending to encourage the cultivation of practical virtue. If, 
therefore, obedience to the precepts of the Gospel be so absolutely 
necessary, it must be evident that any subsequent disobedience is 
incompatible with a state of Justification ; for it does by no means 
follow, that because a person has been baptized' and justified, that 
is, put into a state of Justification by Baptism, (for Baptism was 
in variably the instrument, or external form, by which Justification 
was conveyed, as it " washed away" the guilt of all his former 
sins, both original asd actual, procured to him acceptance with 
Ciod, and accounted him just and righteous in His sight,) that 
such an one must necessarily continue in that state, because his 
continuance depends (as we have seen) upon his obedience to the 
precepts of the Gospel, that is, upon his performance of the con- 
ditions into which he had entered by the holy Rite of Baptism, 
and which he bad engaged to observe. Hence, we find that the 
word "Justification" is also sometimes used in Scripture (more 
particularly by St. James) to signify not merely a state of Justifi- 
cation only, (as St. Paul uses the term,) but also the effects of 
that state, or our perseverance ia it ; although, strietly speaking, 
the two constitute but one and the same continued act of Justifi- 
cation, depending upon a ''faith working by love" through the 
merits of Christ. It is evident, therefore, that the assertion of 
St. Paul, that " we are justified by faith without the deeds (pt 
works) of the law," is perfectly consistent with that of St. James, 
*hat "we arc justified by works, and not by faith only"* because 
that each of them, (taking a different view of the subject of 
Justification in consequence* of the different errors which it was 
their design to correct,) applies the term "Justification" differently; 
thus St. Paul, as he is considering what it is that "justifies" 
Christians when they are first admitted into the Christian Covenant ,t 
applies the term "Justification" to the time when they profess 
their Faith in Christ; and, consequently, by "Justification" he 
means merely a state of Justification, or the remission of past sins 
s»t the time of admission into the Christian Covenant, for which 
previous works were not necessary, because as the terms of Salvation 
are holden out to us as having originated solely in God's goodness, 
the works which are done in the flesh, before the adoption of 
Christian principles, could have had no avail in obtaiuiug them ; 
and moreover being done before the grace of God, and the inspiration 

* Jaa. iL 24. f See Quest. 49; alttQ Acta ix. 18; audi. 16. &c, 
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of His Spirit, they are " not pleasant to God/'* inasmncb as they 
spring from a wrong principle; and are not accompanied with the 
conviction that we are " the children of wrath/' and infected by a 
corrupt nature, and, therefore, do not tend to promote the glory 
of God, but to encourage delusive confidence on a false ground. 
If, however, this same Apostle (St. Paul) had been asked whether 
those who had been put into a state of Justification by Baptism, 
(that is, who had been released from the effects of original sin, and 
restored to the hope of the reward in virtue of Christ's sufferings 
without regard to any previous merit "whereof they could glory,") 
would, upon any subsequent disobedience to the precepts of the 
Gospel, have still continued in the state of Justification, to which 
by a lively faith in the promises of God they had previously 
attained, we may presume that he would most certainly have 
answered not ; because he not only insists upon " a patient con- 
tinuance in well doing" as essential to eternal life,t but after 
having told the Romans and Galatians that they had been justified \ 
be gives them rules for their conduct, the observance of which he 
represents as essential for their salvation; which advice would 
have been superfluous, if he had considered their Justification as 
necessarily continuing without the observance of those rules ; nor 
indeed could he have felt or expressed any anxiety for the future 
welfare of the converts. Moreover, in his Epistle to the Galatians, 
as well as in his Epistle to Timothy, he clearly proves that a 
Christian may have once been in a state of Justification and yet 
afterwards lose that state, (that is, not continue in it,) and so 
fail of salvation; for to the former he speaks highly of their former 
faith, and yet when he wrote to them, he was "afraid, lest he 
should have bestowed upon them labour in vain,"}; and to the 
latter he speaks of some " who having put away a good conscience, 
concerning faith had made shipwreck. "§ Now, on the contrary, 
St. James, as he is not discussing (as was St. Paul) what justifies 
a man when he is first converted to the Gospel, (that is, when first 
admitted into the Christian Covenant, viz: a lively faith at his 
Baptism procuring him remission of the sins committed by him 
previous to his Conversion,) but what is necessary to preserve him 
in a state of Justification after he has been justified; aud, therefore, 
this Apostle applies the term "Justified" (not like St. Paul, to 
the time when such an one professes his faith in Christ, but) to 
the time when the sincerity of the faith he professes is demonstrated 
by actual obedience, when " faith worketh by works, and by works 
is made perfect "\ and, therefore, by "Justification" he means 
the continuance in a state of Justification, which would be followed 
by Salvation ; for in the judgment of both Apostles, (as has been 
proved) neither does Justification necessarily continue, nor does 
Salvation in the next world inevitably follow Justification in this; 
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by which construction every passage in the Seripiftres bearing on 
this poiut may be clearly resolved, because St. Paul in declaring 
that we are "justified" (that is, put iuto a state of Justification) 
" by faith without the works of the law," does not contradict (and 
is, therefore, consistent with) St. James, when the latter asserts 
that we are "justified" (that is, continued in a state of Justifi- 
cation) " by works, and not by faith only." It is trne, 1 admit, 
that the former declares us to be "justified by faith" (or, as the 
original word is not rn vnrrn but It* rfr Wo-™**, through faith) 
" without the deeds (or works) of the law/' and I graut that at 
first sight such a mode of expression might lead us to believe that 
he intended a " faith without" (that is, considered distinctly from, 
and in opposition to) "the works of righteousness? if be had not 
before contended so earnestly in various parts of the same tipistte 
for "the works of righteousness" as necessary after Justification. 
But we must first understand what the Apostle means by "Faith" 
ami " the works of the law," and not be too hasty in drawing a 
conclusion which the Apostle's real meaning will not justify. Now 
that by the word " Faith'* he does not mean a "Faith considered 
distinctly from and in opposition to the works of righteousness" 
(that is, a bare belief of the truths of the Gospel, unproductive of 
obedience to its precepts,) is very evident from bis own words, 
because he declares such a " Faith" to be an useful qualification, 
" though I have all faith, so that I could remove mountains, and 
have not charity, I am nothing;"* and moreover because he 
represents the examples of "Faith" which he describes as putting 
into a state of Justification, to have "wrought righteousness ;"t 
and, therefore, we may be satisfied that he uses the word "Faith*' 
(which he himself indeed acknowledges) as expressing the nhole 
of the Christian Covenant, established by the Atonement of Christ, 
and imposing the necessity of righteousness; that is, an active, 
constant, and lively Faith, producing purity and practical obedience, 
"a Faith" (to use the Apostle's own words) "which worketh by 
love^X and " maketh us perfect in every good work to do the will 
of God, working that which is well pleasing in His sight through 
Jesus Christ."§ So that by the expression " being justified by (or 
through) Faith" St. Paul means, " put in to a. state of J ustification 
through such a Faith as is animated and invigorated by good 
works, and so increasing to justify us. But the expression "without 
the works of the law" would seem to contradict such an interpre- 
tation, because " without" seems altogether to exclude good 
works from any share in our Justification, whether before or after 
Justification— -But here again we cannot be too careful not to 
mistake the Apostle's real meaning; for that we are mistaken in 
supposing that by " the works of the law " he intended "the works 
vl righteousness" is very clear, and he may well declare that "he 

* 1 Cor. xiii. t. f Heb. xi. S3. X Gal. v. 6. } Heb. xiii. ft). 21, 



was slanderously reported of"* by those who in the Primitive Church 
"affirmed" that such was his meauing, and that his expressions 
were misinterpreted, and his words aud doctrines " wrested" (as 
8t. Peter observes) from their real meaning " by the unlearned aud 
unstable unto their destruction"^ To arrive, therefore, at a 
correct interpretation of St. Paul's expression " works of the law; 9 
it will be necessary- to take. some little notice of the ^dissension 
and disputation" among the Jewish Christians, shortly after our 
Saviour's Ascension, at Antioch. It is well known that the converts 
to Christianity from Judaism asserted the necessity of an observance 
of the aucient Rites and Ceremonies of the Mosaic dispensation by 
the Gentiles who embraced the Gospel; because knowing them to 
have been established by God, and not comprehending how they 
could be abolished by the coming of our Saviour, they believed 
them to be of eternal obligation. These Jewish Christians, there- 
fore, not contented with themselves retaining the observance of 
these ancieut Ceremonies, endeavoured to persuade the Genlila 
converts that it was necessary for them also to conform to the 
Mosaic Ritual; they " taught the brethren and said, Except ye be 
circumcised, after the manner of Moses, ye cannot be saved."}; 
The decision of this point was considered a matter of so great 
importance, that it was "determined that Paul and Barnabas, and 
certain others of them, should go up to Jerusalem unto the Apostles 
and Elders about this question ;*'§ upon their arrival at Jerusalem, 
they declared the purpose of their journey, and the "Apostles and 
Elders came together to consider of this matter;" and after a full 
discussion, the doctrine of the Judaizing Christians was condemned, 
and the Gentile converts were pronounced to be free from the 
burden of the Mosaic law. Notwithstanding, however, this decision 
of " the Apostles and Elders with the whole Church/' the practice 
#till prevailed, and St. Paul was compelled to enforce upon his 
converts the non-necessity of an observance of the Mosaic law, and 
to assert that Christians were "justified by faith (in Christ) without 
$he (ceremonial) works of the (Mosaic) law," so, that all that he 
means by being "justified without the works of the 'law* 9 is that 
•ceremonial works were not necessary before Justification, and not 
that moral works were not necessary after Justification ; but 
■ceremonial works not being necessary to obtain Justification does 
not prove that moral works are not necessary to continue a justified 
person in that state of Justification, to which he has attained by a 
lively faith in Christ, That by " the works of the law" St. Paul 
should mean moral works, (that is, purity and 'practical obedience,) 
is utterly impossible, and quite at variance with those numerous 
passages in which he cautions us against separating faith from good 
works, affirming that "God created us expressly in Christ Jesus 
onto good works** aud that Christ gave Himself for us, that }le 
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might "purify unto Himself a peculiar people zealous of good 
works;* St. Paul was too good a Christian Minister thus to make 
"Christ the Minister of sin, and the Gospel the instrument of 
unrighteousness/' by excluding good works from being a condition 
of our continuance in a state of Justification; he was too well 
acquainted with the carnal propensities of human nature to be 
ignoraut how eagerly wicked and ill-designing men would catch at 
any pretences to excuse their iniquities and silence their consciences; 
he was too much attached to the interests of real Christianity 
to injure those interests by inculcating a doctrine which would 
convert Divine Grace into licentiousness, encourage a laxity of 
principle and a dissoluteness of manners, rase the foundations of 
all morality, weaken the whole force and tendency of revealed 
Instruction, make the precepts of the Gospel of none effect, and 
destroy the influence of that conviction which Christ enforced, when 
He taught that the " hour is coming, when they that have done 
gotid shall come forth unto the resurrection of life, and they that 
have done evil unto the resurrection of damnation "f After com* 
plaining, therefore, that "he was slanderously reported of 'J by 
those who "affirmed" that he maintained such a mischievous 
doctrine, and guarding against the repetition of such an accusation, § 
we find that whenever in speaking of Justification he uses the word 
*' works" or " deeds," he invariably adds " of the law" of Moses; 
indeed so scrupulous is he upon the point, that he repeats the 
expression " works of the law " three times in one verse.)) Now as 
St. James in speaking upon the same subject uses the word " works" 
simply, never adding " of the law" because by " works" he means 
*' moral works," so St, Paul, because he does not mean "moral 
works," never once says that we are "not justified by works" 
simply, but always (lest his meaning should be mistaken) " by the 
works of the law ;" so that it is very plain and evident that the 
f works" which St. Paul excludes from any share in our Justification 
fire the "ceremonial works of the law" for which the Judaizing 
Christians contended, and not the " works of righteousness, bene- 
volence, and conformity to the Will of God," which must follow 
Faith, or a man will not continue justified, or in a justified state. 
Hence we perceive the perfect consistency of the assertions of the 
two Apostles ; the one (St. Paul) affirms that we are '< put into a 
state of Justification by a Faith which will afterwards produce 
good works" and the other (St. James) that we are "preserved 
or continued in that state of Justification by good works which 
have proceeded from a lively Faith;" the one (St. Paul) affirms 
that "a lively Faith is the means and condition of a state of 
Justification" which the other (St. James) never denies, and the 
latter (St* James) affirms that " good works are the means and 

* Tit. li. 11 f John v. 2a 29. t Rom. iii. 8. \ Rom. yi. 1 and 15; Gal & 17. 
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'condition of ft continuance in that state," which the former 
(St. Paul) never denies. And now I would ask my Wesley a a 
Brethren what does the Church of England say morel Is it the 
word condition, as applied to good works, that so greatly offends 
them? It is true that neither of the Apostles employs the very 
word "condition" bat they virtually mean it; for what difference 
is there between saying (with St. Peter) " Give all diligence, add 
to your faith virtue, temperance, patience, brotherly kindness, and 
charity, for if ye do these things, and entrance shall be ministered 
unto you into the everlasting kingdom," &c* and saying (with the 
Church of England) "Give all diligence, &c. for on condition that 
ye do these thiugs," &c. 1 Agaiu, where is the difference between 
saying (with St. Paul) that " by patient continuance in well doing" 
we shall obtain "eternal life,"t and saying (with the Church of 
England) that " on condition of a patient continuance in well doing" 
we shall obtain eternal life? Surely our Wesleyan Brethren either 
do not comprehend the meaning of the word "condition/ 9 or they 
cau perceive a distinction where there is not a difference. Is it 
because they conceive that "Faith does necessarily produce good 
. works V* Jf so, they are mistaken, for faith abstractedly considered 
may (and too often does) exist without good works; the word 
v Faith" (although they may suppose it to convey some mysterious 
.sense) means a mere belief, or assent to the Gospel, for the Greek 
word translated "Faith" (merrts) is derived from the word which 
is translated to '< believe," (merriw) and might with equal propriety 
have* been translated "belief," as indeed it is in one passage;]; 
but without laying any stress upon the signification of the word 
" Faith" in the original language, we have authority to believe, 
from the use of the word by the writers of the New Testament, the 
.possibility of its existence without good works; for "Faith" is 
invariably used by them as being in itself a work, an act of the 
mind, the result of the exertion of our own reason, and the effect 
of inquiry. The instance of Simon Magus assures us that Belief 
or Faith may exist unaccompanied by any of the Christian virtues 
or graces, for he is said to have " believed" and yet " his heart 
was not right in the sight of Gud," he was in " the gall of bitterness 
. and the bond of iniquity ."§ Let me not be misunderstood ; 1 believe 
that good works, wherever they exist, must proceed from Faith, 
their only genuine source; but then that Faith must be a true and 
.lively Faith in the merits and promises of Christ, and not a dead 
.Faith, (that is, a mere belief in, or assent to the Gospel ;) it must 
be a practical, and not a theoretical Faith, a Faith animated aud 
Invigorated by good works. But St. Paul's words (as well as the 
original signification of the word, and the case of Simon Magna) 
imply that there is no necessary connection between Faith (or 
Belief) and good works ; for that Apostle expressly says, " though 
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} have aU faith, so that I could remove mountains/ (and he could 
,M)t have described "Faith" in stronger terms) "and have not 
eharity" (that is, good works, love to God and mankind,) " I am 
.nothings** whence we infer (as a man may have " all faith " and 
yet not have "charity" or good works,) the possibility of faith 
existing without good works, or charity ; moreover St. James, in 
reasoning upon the' nature of "faith," abstractedly considered, 
argues that it may exist without good works ; for, after asserting 
that a man may " have faith and yet have not works/'t he inquires 
"Can faith save him?" and accordingly the Apostle soon after 
says, " By works a man is justified, and not by faith only/* and, 
therefore, there is a faith unaccompanied by works; that is, there 
may be a dead faith, substituting nominal profession for Christian 
practice. If, therefore, Faith does not necessasily prodnce good 
works, and yet Faith without good works cannot continue a man 
in a state of Justification, good works are indispensable to onr 
continuance in a state of Justification and consequent Salvation; 
and, therefore, good works must be said to be the condition of 
our continuance in a state of Justification : for if they be not the 
condition of our continuance in a state of Justification, we may be 
continued in a state of Justification without them ; and if we may 
be continued in a state of Justification without good works, (as 
the attainment of Salvation, although not the inevitable consequence 
,of a state of Salvation, is nevertheless the inevitable consequence 
of our continuance in that state,) we may attain Salvation without 
them ; but good works (i. e. holiness of life and conduct) are 
represented in Scripture as essentially necessary to fit and qualify 
us for Heaven, (for " without holiness no man shall see the Lord/* J) 
therefore we may attain Salvation without being fit and qualified 
for Heaven, which is impossible ; and, therefore, good works are 
the means and. condition of our continuance in a state of Jnstifica- 
tiou. In fact, good works have as much a part in onr Justification 
as the. fruit is a part of a good tree; it does not as an efficient 
canse render the tree good, but the tree could not be good without 
it ; so are good works a constituent part of the Christian character, 
as well as the necessary and only proof of a Christian priuciple. 
.The Church of England, indeed, might venture even farther, upon 
the authority of Scripture ; for our Saviour in His awful description 
of the proceedings of the last Judgment, not only assigns eternal 
life to those who have performed acts of mercy to their fellow- 
creatures, but expressly on account of those acts; "Come ye 
blessed of my Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you from 
.the foundation of the world; for I was an hungred, and ye gave 
me meat, &c. ; inasmuch as ye have done it unto one of the least 
of these my brethren, ye have done it unto me;"§ moreover it 
is written in the Revelations, "Blessed are they that do His 

• 1 Cor. xiil 2. f Jas. ii. 14. } Heb. xii. 14. \ Matt xxr. 34. &C 
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Commandments, that they may have a right to the tree of life."* 
But the Church of England very properly does not look upon good 
Works as in any respect or degree the meritorious cause of Salvation, t 
nor does she attach any value to them, upon which we may ground 
claims to mercy, only as they manifest the disposition of the heart 
to obey the will of God, and fulfil the conditions He has made ; 
she considers Christ's sufferings as the only meritorious and 
efficacious cause of Justification, by which we are justified from 
the effects of sin, and without which we could not be justified,, 
inasmuch as the imperfect works of condemned and corrupt Beings 
could not satisfy the Divine Justice, and that by the mercy of God, 
through a true and lively Faith operating to righteousness on our 
part. All that the Church of England con tends, for is, that good 
works are the appointed condition of our continuance in a state of 
Justification, and that we shall not be finally accepted without 
them; but it does by no means follow from such an opinion that 
there is any "boasting" in works, because they are not supposed 
to have any iutriusic merit, and arc believed to be acceptable to 
God only iu consideration of the Atonement of Christ; the same 
objectiou indeed would hold against the doctrine of Justification by 
Faith, for we are not allowed to " boast" of Faith, or to consider 
it as possessing uny intrinsic merit. It is indeed unreasonable to 
object to the use of the term " condition" as if a condition were 
meritorious of the benefits conferred; because covenant a.n& con- 
dition are necessarily connected, and cannot be independent of 
each other, and throughout the Bible all promises of mercy are 
Suspended upon particular conditions. For the word " condition " 
is meant not the cause by which an effect is produced, but the 
circumstances wWwut which that effect will not take place, and 
is (so far as Jimification is concerned) of the same nature as 
*' terms of the Gospel, implying those considerations on account of 
which God will be pleased to accept a falling,- condemned, though 
at the same time repentant and obedient sinner, for the sake of 
what our gracious Saviour has done and suffered for him. There 
is, indeed, as groat a difference between the meritorious cause and 
the appointed condition as between a inau's title to Salvation and 
his personal qualifications. A thing may be a free gift, and yet 
be conferred on conditions ; a weddiug garment was a condition of 
appearing at the weddiug, yet the enter tain meut was no less an act 
oifree grace; God, when He holds out by His general Providence* 
the promise of the harvest renewed from year to year, confers that 
promise on the condition of industry and labour ; and the Sovereign 
who offers forgiveness to his rebellious subjects on the terms of 
submission and future allegiance, extends a free gift on conditions* 
The word " condition," therefore, is not in the least meritorious 
of the benefits conferred, because the word implies no merit, 

* Rev. 22, 11 f " Bona opera stutt via ad r«gnum, non catua regnandi." Jternardi Op. 
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supposing no more than the necessity of good works, tbat is, that 
we cannot be pardoned and accepted without them. We may, 
therefore, conclude that good works are an absolute condition of 
oar continuance in a state of Justification, and that it is an scrip- 
tural to represent men as "accepted by God, and entitled to 
Salvation by Faith, considered distinctly from, and in opposition 
to, the works of Righteousness* 

Q. 91.— How do you prove the doctrine of Christian Perfection 
as maintained by the Sect of fFesleyans to be unscriptural'h 

This doctrine might be permitted to pass withoot notice, as it 
scarcely deserves a serious refutation. We cannot indeed be too 
careful not to build an unwarrantable confidence on the conceit of 
an imaginary " Perfection," or on any such presumed security ; 
and it is very doubtful whether those who plead for snch a " sinless 
Perfection" are not among the self-righteons. I do not deny that 
it is incumbent upon all to endeavour to follow Christ, but it must 
be acknowledged that there is an imperfection in the best endeavours 
of the best Christians, and all have great reason to lament their 
failures and errors ; as no Christian, therefore, is able to subdue 
sin entirely, (for the Scriptures invariably represent the life of the 
Christian as one continued struggle with the world, the flesh, and 
the devil,) so we may believe that no Christian is capable of perfect 
obedience, although he may be capable of endeavouring to attain 
it. Hence we are instructed to pray to God to "forgive us oar 
trespasses," that is, to consider and confess oorselverf*as sinners, 
and as at best yielding but an imperfect obedience; for " there is 
none righteous, no not one,"* and " in the sight of God, no man 
living will be justified," and as " if at any time we say we have no 
sin we deceive ourselves, and the truth is uoi, in us," because 
"after we have done all, we are unprofitable servants." Are We, 
then, to be sent to Scripture for proofs of this doctrine of " sinless 
Perfection 1" most certain it is that the conclusion drawn from the 
passage cited by our Wesleyan Brethren, that "whosoever is born 
of God does not commit sin,"t is erroneous, as is evident from a 
consideration of the words themselves, and of their context ; for 
the appellations " born of God," and "Sous of God," are not only 
convertible terms, but as they occur in the same composition, and 
especially within a few sentences of each other, they must be 
understood of the same description of persons, at least, whatever 
may be affirmed generally of the one cannot be deuied of the other; 
and, consequently, if " whosoever is born of God does not commit 
sin," all those who are called "Sous of God" do not "commit 
sin," which is rather questionable if we only bear in mind that the 
term "Sons of God" is applied by the Apostle to all Christians in 
general, whilst in the first chapter of the same Epistle he plainly 
asserts that none are free from sin.}; It is, therefore, very clear 

~" * Rom. til, 10-1% f 1 John tii. & t 1 John i. a *"" 
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that the true meaning in this passage is that "whosoever is born 
of God does not commit sin" wilfully, and habitually 9 (for the 
word sin is used several times in this Epistle to denote a toilful 
and habitual indulgence in sin,) and in this sense it is trne that a 
child of God, while he continues such, cannot possibly sin, because 
be that deliberately and habitually " allows himself " in the com- 
mission of evil, cannot be " born of God." We infer, therefore, 
that the error which we are now combating derives no support from 
this passage ; whilst on the other hand it is very certain that it 
has a tendency to inspire those who believe in it with a Pharisaical 
presumption of their own righteousness, and a contempt for others, 
instead of teaching them to " think soberly, according as God hath 
dealt to every man the measure of faith."* 



INFERENCES FROM THE PRECEDING ARGUMENTS. 

Because it has been proved that the Doctrines of the Total Depravity of 
Human Nature, of Instantaneous Conversion, of the Witness of the Spirit, of 
Justification by Faith considered distinctly from, and in opposition to Works of 
Righteousness, and of Christian Perfection, are not Scriptural Doctrines, there- 
fore, the Church of England is fully justified in not admitting them into her 
Creed, and our Wesleyan Brethren have needlessly and causelessly separated 
from her Communion on that account. 



Obj.— "Fifthly, as 

A Calvinist, 
I dissent from the Church of England, first, because 

• that Church does not recognize the doctrine of Absolute 

; Predestination, that is, that Ood by an absolute, in- 
fallible, arbitrary, and irrespective decree has selected 
out of mankind a certain number in Christ to everlasting 
glory, before the foundation of the world, according to 
His immutable purpose, and of His free grace and love, 
without the least foresight of faith, or obedience, or any 
conditions performed by the creature; and that the rest 
of mankind He was pleased to pass by, and ordain to 
absolute and inevitable wrath and perdition, for their 
sins to the praise of His vindictive justice ; and that in 
consequence of this decree, Christ, when He died for 
the redemption of mankind, made atonement and suffered 

. death for the Elect, and the Elect only. I conceive this 

* Bom. xii a 

*y 



3?0 



doctrim to be charts wwM to •* in several parts <\f 
Scripture* especially in the ninth Chapter of St. Paul's 
Epistle to the Remans. Secondly, because she does not 
maintain the doctrine of Irresistible Grace, or that the 
human mind is under the resistless influence of the Holy 
'Spirit, necessarily causing us to perform good worts, 
without any power on our part to resist that influence, 
by turning to sin and wickedness in opposition to its 
dictates. And thirdly, because the Church of England 
denies the doctrine of the Final Perseverance of the 
Elect, by which I mean that the Title to eternal life, 
which has been conferred on the Elect cannot be for- 
feited, and that they cannot fall from grace, because 
our Saviour has distinctly declared that " no man shall 
be able to pluck them out of His hands.' 9 



Q. Q^y—Hew da you prove the Doctrine of Absolute Predesti- 
nation to be unscriptural f 

As it is impossible for a finite mind to know the power and 
manner of acting of an infinite mind in all things, not vouchsafed 
to us by that infinite mind— -for example, we cannot conceive of 
the Eternal Being that he is not older to-day than yesterday, nor 
younger to-day than a thousand years hence, nor can we account 
for the iucorporeity of the Deity, nor explain how He should move 
and govern the material world as He doea-^-we may, therefore, 
conclude that the decision of the Doctrine of the Divine Prescience 
and its effect upon human agency is one of the deepest and most 
cUflJuult points of Theological Science. It will consequently be 
worth our while to. examine the co 9 elusions likely to he. dmwa from 
the foreknowledge of events in the Divine mjpd* namely, whether 
if an event be foreknown, that, therefore, it must necessarily have 
been resolved (that \9 9 predestinated) under all the circumstances 
that attended it; that is, whether such an event could not but 
have happened as it did. That it is the incomprehensible attribute 
of the Deity to foresee how every individual of the human race 
Will upon every occasion determine and act, is a fundamental and 
incontrovertible principle, placed beyond all doufct by the accurate 
accomplishment of numerous promises; but it must not be forgotten 
that the events of life do not happen because God forsees them, 
but that He forsees them because they happen, because the world 
with its whole consequence of events was ever present to His mind, 
and, therefore, He mast have had from all eternity as exact a 
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knowledge of every nan's character, anil as tru* an estimation of 
his good or ill deserts, as can be had when the maa ahall ham 
lived to finish the career of Virtue or of vice, which God has ever 
foreseen that he would ran $ which foreknowledge aaanol bat be 
accompanied with the foreknowledge of the particular lot of 
happiness or misery which it will bo fit he should receive* Now 
let it be observed that in judging of the events of life we judge 
mfttr the fact* and, consequently, as living afterwards and knowing 
whether an event did or did not happen, after the time whon it was 
or was not to happen, is gone by, wo conclude that having happened 
it irtest ftecetemrtfw have happened; bat this does by no rtwaue 
follow, nor does the foreknowledge of an event in the Divine mind 
imply that it could not have happened otherwise; because it might 
have happened otherwise, excepting that it could not have happened 
as it did, and not have happened as it dtd, there being bat one 
event, and that one only event possible to be foreseen. We are, 
consequently, misled by a fallacy if we infer that every event is 
therefore predestinated, and could not but have happefted as it die\ 
that is, that having happened, as it mast necetwrity have happened, 
because there is no proof that it Was not perfectly *0*fftt£e*f« Nor 
is there any difficulty bat that any one, endowed with the gift of 
foresight, might not foresee how the contingency would be disposed 
of; for even if it be impossible that the event cannot bat happen 
because the Almighty foreknew it, yet this is nothing more than 
that man being free to aet, (ns I will presently prove,) God foresaw 
how he would use his free-will, that is, how he Would act. Now 
that this Prescience, or Foreknowledge of God, doe's not aflect the 
free agency of man, that is, that it leaves him no less morally free, 
and makes him no less subject to the contingency of his own 
actions, than if nothing were foreseen, is evident from three 
reasons — first, from the experience of every moment of our lives; 
Secondly, because that the foreknowledge of a fact, whether the 
thing known be past or future, is quite a distinct thing from the 
causes that produce it; and, thirdly, because that freedom of will 
and liberty of action are proclaimed in every page of Scripture to 
be the essential qualities of mankind as moral and responsible 
beings, and accordingly we find the Prophets and Writers of the 
Old Testament, and our Saviour and His Apostles in the New, 
invariably address their hearers, as having freedom of choice, and 
power of understanding, either to believe, or to reject their words.* 
I shall confine my attention to this last argument, being the most 
important of the three, and proceed to examine the sense of 
Scripture on the subject of free will, for if it can only be proved 
from the authority of the Word of God that man possesses free will, 
that is, a power to believe, or reject the Gospel, and thereby to 
be saved, it will be evident that his future lot of happitteBs, or 

• •« E*» rts ©EAH fww," *ft S*J*1»* vil 17; xii. 47.48 i JM.ir f 8j *c, 
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misery, cannot possibly have been predetermined by any decree on 
the part of the Almighty. Before, however, i enter upon this part 
of my argument, I propose to lay down fire Propositions, which I 
venture to presume cannot be controverted, viz. First, that God 
is hjust and benevolent Being, that Ha wills the happiness of His 
creatures, and that moral evil springs from the vice of man, and 
not the intention or contrivance of the Deity— Secondly, that the 
great end and drift of the whole. Bible is M work repentance and a 
holy life in m»n«-Thirdly, that God is the original of Natural 
Truth as well as of that which comes by Particular Revelation-** 
Fourthly, that no just interpretation, or real understanding of the 
Scriptures, can be attained by confining ourselves to one part only 
o£their coutents-r-and, lastly, that as the Scriptures are in every 
part of them equally the Word of God, and as they possess, there- 
fore, equally throughout the character of holiness and truth, no 
two parts of Scripture can in fact contradict each other* Now* 
according to the first of these Propositions, God is a just and 
benevolent Being, willing the happiness of His creatures ; but a 
just Being would never have limited the benefit of Christ's death 
and atonement to a small number of His creatures, nor could a 
benevolent Being! willing the happiness of His creatures, have 
willed the eternal misery of any portion of them, by passing by, 
or ordaining them to "absolute and inevitable wrath aud perdition/' 
Now that a just Being could never have limited the benefits of 
Christ's death to the Elect only, I think every reasonable man will 
admit, who does not allow his prejudices to get the better of his 
judgment— a /«** Being, I admit, might have left us all to perish, 
(that is, permitted none to benefit by Christ's death;) at all events, 
we could not say it was an unjust, although assuredly a severe act* 
but to reserve some for mercy, whilst He leaves the rest of this 
equally (but not, let it be remembered, more) guilty and polluted 
mass to eternal punishment, would have been au act of the greatest 
injustice, and of which a just Being could be incapable. For 
example, if we suppose the Almighty to have made an immutable 
decree that our first Parents should fall by the eating the fruit of 
a particular tree, would not the caution which He subsequently 
gave them against eating that fruit have been mere mockery, and 
an act of absolute injustice ? or would it have been consistent with 
the justice of God to have made this offer to the Israelites, " I call 
heaven and earth to record this day against you, that 1 havo set 
before you life and death, blessing and cursing, therefore choose 
life, that thou and thy seed may live,"* if He had made a previous 
.decree to deprive them of the offer? It was considered an act of 
the greatest injustice to require the Israelites to make bricks when 
no straw was given them, aud it would be regarded as an act of 
the greatest injustice in an earthly master to punish his servant 

# Dcat m. 18. 
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for not doiog that which it was impossible for him to do, so in like 
manner it would be an act of similar injustice in God to call upon 
men to believe and obey the Gospel under the penalty of eternal 
misery, and to deny them the possibility of belief and "obedience; 
but if the doctrine of Predestination he the doctrine of the Bible, 
namely, that Christ died for the Bins of the Elect only, it is evident 
that those who happen not to have been elected, (that is, by far 
the greater portion of the world,) are called upon to obey the 
Gospel under the penalty of eternal misery, whilst they are denied 
the possibility of faith and obedience, and, consequently v those 
who believe this doctrine ascribe to God a conduct which would be 
esteemed the height of injustice in man, namely, punishing His 
creatures for not doing that which it was impossible for them to 
do. Nor is it only impossible for a just Being to have limited the 
benefit of Christ's death and atonement to the Elect only, but a, 
benevolent Being who wills the happiness of His creatures can 
Be ver have ordained the greater portion of them to suffer eternal 
misery without the possibility of attaining Salvation, especially 
when He Himself has declared that " He has no pleasure in the 
death of him that dieth," and, therefore, exhorts them to " turn 
themselves and live/'* Unless, therefore, we can suppose God to 
inflict punishment on men for the violation of a command, which 
. they were absolutely unable to obey, (which is to attribute to Him 
a species of mockery and cruelty, which would be severely reprobated 
in the conduct of one man towards another,) we cannot possibly 
believe the doctrine of Predestination to be the doctrine of the 
Bible. But, secondly, as the end and drift of the whole Bible is 
. to work repentance and a holy life in man, therefore, as it is 
«DffMft6ibte toT%Vf part of the Bihfe to teach a doctrine that 
undermines the great end of the whole of it, no doctrine which has 
a tendency to weaken the obligations to repentance and a holy life, 
can be a doctrine of the Bible; but the doctrine of Predestination 
has this tendency; for, first, it makes our conduct to be determined 
by an overruling power, and not the result of our own free wiil, 
because it takes away the free agency of man ; but if it take away 
the free agency of man, it also takes away his responsibility, 
because a Being whose conduct is not the result of his own free 
.will, cannot he an accountable one; secondly, as it makes Salvation 
through Christ a thing independent of the personal condition of 
the party, there is nothing beyond the dread of temporal punish* 
ment, to deter us from, and to prevent, the commission of sin;T 

* Ezek. xviii. 32. 
f Heylin says, that it is related by Heietibachius, ti}at the landgrave ot^Turing being by his 
friends admonished of his vicious conversation and dangerous condition, he made them this 
answer, viz. " Si pradestinatus ion, nulla peccata poterunt mihi regnum ccslornm aoferre ; 
si prsescitus, nulla opera rrihi illiud valebunt conferred that is to say, " If I be elected, no 
'sins will be able to take away the kipgdora of heayen from me; if reprobated, no good 
works will be able to bestow it upon me." £n objection, says Heylin, not mors old than 
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thirdly, repentance and a holy life are oaly necessary inasmuch as 
that they constitute the means necessary fur the attainment of the 
end of a Christian life* bat if, according to the doctrine of Predes- 
tination, God has chosen absolutely from all eternity some men: to 
Salvation, and reprobated the rest, without respect to any personal 
qualification, consequently the end of a Christian life may he 
attained without the employment of the means rieeessary for the 
attainment of it, namely, repentance and a holy life, (inasmuch 
as that the obtaining of eternal happiness, and the avoiding of 
damnation, cannot depend, upon any care of our own,) and, there- 
fore, the doctrine of Predestination has a tendency to weaken the 
obligations to repentance and a holy life, by rendering them ao 
longer necessary, and consequently discourages men from endea- 
vouring to attain them. Moreover, as this doctrine has a tendency 
to nourish and support a sinner (presuming himself to be elected) 
with a false and presumptuous hope of such election, and lull him 
into a fatal security, under a persuasion, that ao conduct* how 
einftil soever, can finally deprive him of that election and consequent 
Salvation, so on the other hand it is greatly to be feared, that 
many others, feeling persuaded that they cannot attain Salvation 
without being elected, and dreading leit they may be decreed to 
eternal misery, it drives them to despair, and induces them to yield 
to every temptation, and finally brings them down irrecoverably, 
as it were, to the gates of hell. Because, therefore, this doctrine 
of Predestination renders man a mere passive machine in the work 
of Salvation, virtually puts an end to the morality and immorality 
Of human actions, annuls the distinctions of good and evil, Virtue 
and vice, renders all faith and obedience unnecessary, by teaching 
that Salvation is attainable without them, virtually nullifies the 
Jaws aud precepts of God, and proves destructive of one great object 
. of the Gospel Revelation, namely, the Reformation of the sinner, 
it may be justly charged with undermining the great end and drift 
of the whole Bible, which is to work such Reformation, and, 
therefore, as it is impossible for any one part of the Scriptures to 
•teach a doctrine that undermines the great end of the whole, the 
doctrine of Predestination cannot be a doctrine of the Bible. Bui, 
thirdly* it is evident that as God is the original of natural truth, 
as well as of that which comes by particular Revelation, therefore, 
any doctrine that is repugnant to the principles of reason, can no 
.more be true and agreeable to the Revelations of Scripture, than 
that God who is the Author of one, as well as the other, can 
contradict himself ; but the doctrine of Absolute Predestination is 

common, but stub, I must confess, to which I never found a satisfactory answer from the 
pen of Stipralapsarian or Sublapsarlan, within the small compass of my reading-. Even 
Calvin himself, in*eferenee to his own notions, confesses their tendency "to produce hardened 
profligacy, " Non eqnldem nef o qoltt multi audientes nihil ess* boiti in nobis, sibi in bob 
vitUs liberius indulf eant." (Calvin in 2hil. c. 8. v. 13.) 
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repugnant la the fundamental principle* of resjsori, and, therefore, 
cannot be true and agreeable to the Revelations of Script are. For 
it is positively declared, that " God so loved the world that He 
gave His only begotten Son, that the world through Him might be 
saved/'* and in several passages ef tho New Testament God's 
love for the world is described as the motive and design of Christ's 
advent ; now if God loved the world, it is unreasonable to suppose 
that He would deny any portion of it the means of Salvation, or 
destine them by an irrevocable decree to eternal misery ; but if the 
doctrine of Predestination be true, that is, if God has ordained a 
certain number of mankind to perish everlastingly, He must have 
denied that portion the means of Salvation, and, therefore, the 
doctrine of Predestination ia an unreasonable doctrine; but a 
doctrine which is unreasonable cannot be true and agreeable to the 
Revelations of Scripture, and, therefore, the doctrine of Predesti- 
nation is not agreeable to the Revelations qf Scripture. Again, 
God has Solemnly declared that " He has no pleasure in the death 
uf him that dieth,"t and, therefore, He regrets the " death of him 
"that dieth,'* it is, consequently, unreasonable to suppose God to 
have decreed absolutely an event which He regrets should take 
place; but if the doctrine of Predestination he true, God baa 
decreed absolutely an event wbioh He regrets should take place, 
by actually ordaining the " death of him that dieth," and, therefore, 
the doctrine of Predestination is a doctrine repugnant to the funda- 
mental principles of reason, and, therefore, cannot be true and 
agreeable to the Revelations of Scriptures. Again, as God made 
the whole nation or race of men, dwelling upon the face of the 
earth, "of one blood, "J (as we are told,) and as "Christ also 
Himself *' (as St. Paul assures us) " likewise took part of the 
same, 1 ' (that is, of that dft* blood,) therefore, every hitman Being 
is allied by blood to Christ, and it is unreasonable to suppose that 
Christ should give His life a ransom for one part of His kindred, 
and not for the other, especially when He is declared to have "died 
for the sins of the whole world ;" but if the doctrine of Predesti- 
nation be true, Christ has given His life a ransom for one part of 
His kindred, and not for the other, and, therefore, the doctrine of 
Predestination is an unreasonable doctrine, and, consequently, 
cannot be true and agreeable to the Revelations ef Scriptures. 
Again, it is unreasonable to believe that our Saviour should 
command His Apostles to preach the Gospel to " every creature in 
all the \vorld,"§ if its blessings were to be necessarily confined to * 
few, er that they should be commanded to promise to a//, if it had 
been irreversibly decreed that it should be enjoyed only by a small 
number; but if the doctrine of Predestination be true, tbe blessings 
of the Gospel were to be necessarily confined to, and enjoyed only 
fey a small number, and, therefore, the doctrine of Predestination 

♦ Jolmliil7. 18. tEuk.xvUi.Sg. *AttiXYii.2& * MtrkxvUfc 
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is an unreasonable doctrine, and,' consequently, cannot be true and 
agreeable to the Revelations of Scripture. Again, it is unreasonable 
to suppose that our Saviour would have given to man precepts and 
laws, if He did not require their Observance of those precepts and 
Jaws; but if the doctrine of Predestination be true, (that is, if God 
by a decree has determined the Salvation of any one,) the end of 
a Christian life may be attained without the means (namely, faith 
and obedience) necessary for the attainment, and, therefore, those 
means need not be employed, and, consequently, our Saviour mast 
have given us those precepts and laws without requiring their 
observance, and, therefore, the doctrine of ^Predestination is an 
unreasonable/ doctrine, and cannot be true and agreeable to the 
Revelations of Scripture. Again, it is unreasonable to suppose 
that a jiidt and merciful Saviour should propose any but & practicable 
condition upon which to obtain eternal life, but belief and obedience 
;are the conditions upon which He has offered Salvation both to the 
Jews and Gentiles, and, therefore, the obtaining eternal life was 
in the power of all to whom the Gospel has been made known since 
its first promulgation ; but if Predestination be the doctrine of the 
Bible, Christ has offered Salvation to men upon a condition which 
it was impossible for them to perform, nay He will even * inflict 
punishment for the non-performance, and, consequently, cannot be 
,trne and agreeable to the Revelations of Scripture. Again, the 
object of the Christian Ministry, and the hope of every Christian 
Minister is or ought to be, to increase the number of those who 
are to be saved; but if the doctrine of Predestination be the doctrine 
of the Bible, no Preacher can hope to increase the number of those 
who are to be saved, because that number has been limited from 
eternity, and, therefore, all Preaching is altogether vain and 
unnecessary ; but it is unreasonable to suppose that Preaching is 
altogether vain and unnecessary, or that a Christian Minister at 
.the same time both can, and cannot, hope to increase a number 
which has been limited from eternity, and, therefore, it is unreason* 
able to suppose that that number has been limited from eternity, 
and, consequently, the doctrine of Predestination is an unreasonable 
doctrine, and,- for that reason, not true, nor agreeable to the 
^Revelations of Scripture ; and, lastly, it is unreasonable to sup poser 
that our blessed Saviour in giving assurance unto all men, that He 
would, on an appointed day, judge the " dead, both small and 
great, according to their works"* if He had intended that act of 
a future Judgment to be only a vain mockery, because if so, His 
assurance would have been a wanton delusion ; but if the doctrine 
of Predestidation be the doctrine of the Bible, that is, if an eternal 
and unchangeable decree respecting the future portion of mankind 
has been made, such a work of future Judgment would be rendered 
useless, and a vain mockery, and our Saviour's assurance respecting 

* Kay, xx, 12. la 



ftt would hare been a wanten delusion, therefore, the doctrine of 
Predestination is an unreasonable doctrine, and, consequently 1 , 
tannot be true and agreeable to the Revelations of Scripture. Wa, 
therefore, conclude that as God is the original of natural truth, 
as well as of that which conies by particular Revelation, that; 
therefore, the doctrine of Absolute Predestination having been 

Coved to be repugnant to the principles of Reason, cau no more 
true and agreeable to the Revelations of Scripture, than that 
God who is the Author of one, as well as of the other, can contradict 
Himself. Fourthly, no just interpretation, or real understanding 
of the Scriptures, dan be attained by confining ourselves to on* 
part only of their contents, without taking the whole Word of God 
into consideration, or at least without comparing that part with the 
design of the inspired writer in the discourse to which it belongs ; 
but as the doctrine of Predestination, even if it be true, (to say 
the most of it,) is a doctrine maintained in only a few verses, 
comparatively speaking, of St. Paul's Epistle to the Romans, 
therefore, those who believe it do necessarily (as I will presently 
show) confine themselves to one part only of Scripture, without 
taking the whole into consideration, or comparing it with the design 
of St. Paul in that Epistle ; and, consequently, they do not either 
justly interpret the Scriptures, nor really understand them, inasmuch 
as they interpret these passages that are not of themselves plain, 
by those opinions with a belief of which they are already possessed* 
Now, lastly, as the Scriptures are in every part of them equally 
the Word of God, and as they possess, therefore, equally throughout 
the character of holiness and truth, no two parts of Scripture can 
in fact contradict each other; but if the passages adduced to support 
the doctrine of Predestination are to be understood in that sense 
Which they will bear at the first reading, namely, that God has by 
an irreversible degree elected a certain number to Salvation without 
regard to any foreseen faith and obedience on their part, and has 
limited the benefits of Christ's death and atonement to those Elect 
persons by ordaining the rest of mankind to eternal misery-—! say, 
if these passages are to be understood in such a sense, then I 
contend that they are texts which are undeniably repugnant to, and 
contradiet numerous other passages which all must believe and 
acknowledge to be plain and intelligible; but as the Scriptures 
cannot be supposed to teach one doctrine plainly in one place, and 
quite the contrary obscurely in another, we are at liberty to infer 
that the obscure passages are to be explained by the easy and 
intelligible ones, and not the easy and intelligible by the obscure* 
I will now refer to Scripture for proofs that if a few texts can be 
brought to prove obscurely the doctrine of Absolute 'Predestination, 
In like maimer by far a greater number of passages, easy to be 
understood, prove directly the contrary, namely, that God has not 

xz 
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limited Salvation to the Elect, but that "whosoever" (whether 
elected or not) " believeth in Him should net perish, bnt have 
eternal life." Indeed, the sole cause of the necessity of a Redeemer 
was to counteract and defeat the consequences of Adam's trans- 
gression, and in order that the remedy might be fully commensurate 
with the evil, wc find that when God proposed a Redeemer to Adam, 
He intimated that that Redeemer should be a common blessing to 
the whole human race; that is, that the expiation of Christ should 
be as coextensive as the depravity of man, that is, universal; and, 
therefore, Isaiah in allusion to Christ's atonement, speaks after 
this manner, "all we like sheep are gone astray, and turned every 
one to his own way, so the Lord laid on Him the iniquities of us 
nil;*** and St. Paul assures us, that "as by the offence of one, 
Judgment came upon all men to condemnation, even so by the 
righteousness of une. the free gift came upon all men to justification 
of life;*' t both of which passages distinctly authorize us to believe 
that as sin extended to all, so grace also extended to all, (iu fact, 
St. Paul asserts that " where sin abounded, grace did much more 
abound/'};) and, therefore, they contradict the doctrine of Pre- 
destination, which insinuates that although sin extended to all, yet 
grace was confined to a part only of mankiud. Now it is . very 
certain that Christ died for the sins of the whole world, and that 
to declare otherwise is to make the Scriptures void, and the mercy 
of God nugatory. In the Old Testament we meet with the following 
passages : " 1 call heaven and earth to record this day against you, 
that 1 have set before you life and death, blessing and cursing; 
therefore, choose life, that thou and thy seed may live;"§ thereby 
leaving it to their own free choice to be saved or not, and it would 
not have been consistent with the goodness or justice of God to 
make such an offer, if He had made a previous decree to deprive 
them of the offer — the Prophet Isaiah assures us, that " let the 
wicked forsake his way, and the unrighteous man his thoughts, 
and let bim return unto the Lord," (thereby implying a power in 
him to turn unto the Lord,) '• and He will have mercy upon him, 
and to our God, for He will abundantly pardon "jj— .the Prophet 
Ezekiel writes, " Have I any pleasure at all that the wicked should 
die, saith the Lord God, and not that be should return from his 
ways and live; when the wicked man turneth away from his 
wickedness that he hath committed, and doeth that which is lawful 
and right, he shall save his soul alive;"H and again, " Why will 
ye die, O house of Israel?"** To tucn to the New Testament, 
we find every expression denoting Universality applied to the merits 
and sacrifice of Christ; at His birth, the Angel of the Lord declared 
to the Shepherds, " Behold 1 bring you good tidings of great joy, 
which shall be to all people ;"tt the aged Simeon pronounced the 

« Uaiah liii. (t f Rom. r. 18. % Rom. t. 20. { D«nt. xwt la || In. Ir. 7. 
1 Exek. xriii. 23. 27. ** E*ek. xvili. 31 - & ft Luke ii. 10. 
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Infant Jesus to be " the Salvation of God, prepared before the face 
of all people;" 41 and John tbe Baptist called Him " the Lamb of 
God which takes away the sins of the world."t Christ denominated 
Himself " the 8011 of Man,"X implying that He bore in His 
mediatorial capacity an equal relation to the whole human race ; 
He moreover declared that the object of His coming into the world 
was to " seek and to save that which was lost,"§ (which cannot 
mean the Elect only, because even if they fall, they cannot be lost ;) 
and in allosion to the nature and efficacy of His death, He said, 
"and 1, if I be lifted up from the earth, will draw all men unto 
me,"j| Moreover, if God has made an absolute decree that the 
Pharisees and Lawyers should have been condemned, our Saviour 
would not have said that " they rejected the counsel of God 
against themselves,"! for they would have complied with His 
counsel (instead of rejecting, it) by setting forth their own prede- 
termined condemnation ; nor would He have endeavoured to promote 
the Salvation of men in opposition to the decree of His Father, 
whose will He came down from Heaven to fulfill, and yet He says, 
'• these things 1 say that ye might be saved?"** nor if God had 
made such an absolute decree, rendering the conversion of all who 
were not elected impossible, would our Saviour have assured the 
unbelieving Jews that they had a power of believing, and yet His 
question, *'lf I say the truth, why do ye not believe me,"tt implies 
that they had such a power; in fact, if they had not, how could 
He have upbraided the Chief Priests and Elders, J J and tbe inha- 
bitants of Chorazin, Bethsaida, and Capernum,§§ for their uu belief? 
indeed, if there had been an eternal and unchangeable decree 
respecting the future portions of mankind, it would have been 
perfectly useless for Him to have declared " unto all men," that 
He would on an appointed day judge the world according to their 
works ; at all events, such a decree would have rendered the work 
of a future Judgment only a vain mockery. In a word, it is certain 
from our Saviour's reply to the children of Zebedee, that there 
cannot be any certain persons unconditionally predestined after the 
manner which our Calvinistic Brethren believe, namely, John the 
son of Zebedee to this office, James the sou of Zebedee to that, 
Peter to a third, &c, whatever the conduct of John, James, or 
Peter, in their Apostolical Ministry in this life may have been. 
It is, therefore, evident that our blessed Saviour has given us no 
authority for believiug in a divine decree, nor has he any where 
intimated the impossibility of any one's being saved, excepting 
those who are wilfully impenitent. Let us now turn to His holy 
Apostles: one of them, St. John, in his Gospel says that he himself 
''came for a witness, to bear witness of tbe Light," (that is, Christ) 

. Lake ii. 9a 31. f John i. 29. t Luke xix. 10. } Ibid. || John xH. 38. 

1 Lok« rtt. 3& ♦• John r. 3*. ft John viiL 43. 46. %% Matt. xxi. S3-31, 
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" that all men through Him might belief*,"* for that Christ "*&* 

the trne light, which ligbteth every man that cometU into the 

world, "t even " the Lamb of God, which taketh away the sins of 

the world "X * n f ac *> ^ ^ were otherwise, why does this Evangelist 

declare that "God so loved the world 1 * (if it were only the Elect) 

" that He gave His only hegotten Son, that whosoever" (whether 

elected, or not elected) " believed in Him should not perish, but 

have everlasting life,"§ excepting that " He was the fchrist, th* 

Saviour of the worldf"\\ and in writing to his Christian Brethren, 

he say 8, "Christ is the propitiation for our sins, aud not for our 

sins only," (that is, not for the sins of us Christians only,) "but 

also for the sins of the whole world. "H Ib the Acts of the Apostles, 

which come after St. John's Gospel,) we read that, after the 

ascension of our Saviour, the Apostles addressed their Jewish 

bearers in these words, " Repent ye, therefore, and be converted* 

that your sins maybe blotted out,"** for that "God having raised 

up His Son Jesus, sent Him to bless you, in turning away every 

one of you from bis iniquities, "ft both of which passages clearly 

imply that it was possible for "every one" of the Jews to "vepent 

and be converted" that is, to abandon their wickedness, and be 

converted, and be saved; in the same book, God is declared to be 

" no respecter of persons, but in every nation he that feareth Him* 

and worketh righteousness, is accepted with Him;" J J in the same 

book it is recorded of Paul and Barnabas, that they thus addressed 

the Jews who obstinately refused to listen to them, "it was 

necessary that the word of God should first have been spoken to 

you; but seeing ye put it from you, Knd judge yourselves unworthy 

of everlasting life, lo, we turn to the Gentiles, "§§ and, therefore, 

the rejection of the Gospel by the Jews was their own voluntary 

•act, and not the consequence of any decree of God; from thfi 

doctrine which Paul and Silas preached, we are at liberty to 

conclude that men without any discrimination or exception, were 

required to believe, and the reason assigned is that they might be 

saved ; (for when the Jailor inquired, " Sirs, what must I do to be 

saved!" their reply is recorded to have been, "Believe on the 

Lord Jesus Christ, and thou shalt be saved, and thy house;"||||) 

but if all men were required to believe, that they might be saved, 

we infer that Salvation was obtainable by all. In his Epistle to 

the Romans (which follows the Acts of the Apostles) St. Paal 

declares that " the Gospel of Christ is the power of God unto 

Salvation to every one thai belie veth;"HH in the same Rpistle, so 

far from saying that Christ died only for a part of mankind, or for 

one part more than another, the only preference which the Apostle 

makes is, " to the Jew first, and also to the Gentile, because there 

» John i. 7. f Johnift * John L 20. i John ia 16. || John If. 48. llJofcaiLS. 
** Acteiii. 19. ff Actaitt. 88. $} AcUx.34.3ft, H 4a*ariH.4fi. . 
IHI Acts xri. 80. SI. 11 Rom. 1. 16. 
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it no raped of person* with God, who will render to every mem 

according to his deeds, indignation and wrath upon every soul of 

man that doeth evil, but glory, honour, and peace. to every ma« 

that worketh good;"* and in the same Epistle, he represents Christ 

ms leaving died not only for those who arc saved, bat also for those 

who perish, and, therefore, we must conclude that Be died fee 

aU.t In his Epistle to the Corinthians, he maintains ths same 

opinion, "through thy knowledge" (he asks) "shall the weak 

brother perish, for whom Vkrist <kedV\ * H ^ ac U (all hough if any 

were elected, he mast have been elected,) yet even St. Paul himself 

feared, lest having preached to others, he himself "should be ft 

castaway" that is, (*&ok//*o*) a reprobate.§ In his Kpistle to 

Timothy, he has enjoined " supplications, prayers, and intercessions 

to be made for all roeti ( "]| because that to do so was " good and 

acceptable iti the sight of God our Saviour, who will have etil men 

to he saved, and to come unto the knowledge of the truth. "H fa 

his Epistle to Titus, he writes* M The grace of God that brfagetfa 

(or ^etfereth) salvation to all men, hath appeared." 41 * In hfe 

Epistle to the Hebrews he maintains the same doctrine as I kav* 

shown to be in his Epistles to the Romans and Corinthians, namely, 

' that Christ died not only for those who are saved, but also for 

those who perish, whence we infer very naturally that He must 

have died for all, for "of how much sorer puuishment," he writes, 

«* shall lie be thought worthy, who hath trodden umber foot the Son 

ofQod, and halh counted the blood of the Covenant, wherewith 

ke woe sanctified, an unholy thing," ft that is, he who has rejected 

the offered terms of Salvation, is said to bo " sanctified by the 

blood of the Covenant," that is, to have been capable of sharing . 

in the benefits of Christ's dealh. St. Peter, in his Second General 

Kpistle, Commands all Christians to "make their calling and 

election sure,"JJ and, consequently, the Elect cannot already he 

certain of it; and in the same Epistle, he expressly declares that 

•'God willeth not that any should perish, but that all should come 

to repentance."§§ In a word, we are assured hi the Revelation of 

St. John, that all who are willing may drink of the water of life, 

" and whosoever will, let him take him the water of life freely ,"|||| 

which plainly implies that it is in the power of every one to attain 

eternal happiness. Now all these passages which 1 have quoted 

(and they might easily be multiplied) are acknowledged by every 

one to be plain and intelligible; it is moreover evident, that not 

• Rom. ii. 6—11. f Rom. xiv. IS. % 1 Cor. viii. 11. § 1 Cor. Ix. 27. || 1 Tim. 1L 1. 

1 1 Tim. Ii. 3. 4. 
pt Tit. H. 11. In our authorized version this passage is thus rendered, "The grace of God 
that bringeth salvation hath appeared to all men," but it is evident from the Grelk, 
fi *JE7r«f om 7«f ii x&eis tS €>€« w acJlrigios iracriv mQpuirotr" «w well at 
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one of them can be reconciled with the doctrine of a divine decree, 
Inasmuch as that no one of them furnishes the slightest intimation 
of the impossibility of any one's being saved, through the merits of 
Christ, except the impenitent and wicked, and- their wickeduess is 
always ascribed to themselves; therefore, those texts which are 
brought to support the doctrine of Predestination (and which are 
confessedly obscure and but very few in number) are undeniably 
repngnaut to, and contradict those plain and easy passages which 
I have already cited ; hence we must infer that two parts of 
Scripture may in fact contradict each other, and that the Word of 
God teaches one doctrine (viz. Universal Redemption) plainly in 
one place, and quite the contrary (viz. •Absolute and Unconditional 
Predestination) obscurely in another ; but this is impossible \ and, 
therefore, those few and obscure passages (which seem to bear at 
the first reading and without comparison with the design of the 
writer, and consideration of the context a Calvinistic -sense and 
meauing) are to be interpreted by those numerous and plain 
passages which teach the doctrine of Universal Redemption«->-from 
which we shall draw this conclusion, that the doctrine of Absolute 
and Unconditional Predestination is not the doctrine of the Bible, 
but a doctrine of man's teaching only ;* an inference which derives 

* The doctrine pf Predestination is not only an unjust, cruel, licentious, absurd, and unscrtp* 
tural doctrine, (as haa been already proved) but it is also the prevailing doctrine of 
Mahometans, and other InJtdeU-rThe Mahometan Religion indeed strongly asserts the 
doctrines of Predestination, Reprobation, Irresistible Grace, and Final Perseverance, as 
professed by our Calyinistic Brethren; thus, writes Mahomet, " If it had pleased God all 
living men would believe; why then should you, a wretched motal, be so foolish as to 
pretend to force other men te believe? No, the soul believes only by the will of Gods" 
(Kor. chap. x. ver. 98.) and elsewhere in reference to the doctrine that God haa decreed 
erery thing, that Impostor writes, " Good, obedience, and faith, are such that those things 
must remain in the order settled by God, and are absolutely subject to His will, and Baring 
direction; whereas evil, disobedience, and infidelity, are willed, ordained, resolved, and 
fixed, by a mere privation of God's saying direction, approbation, and command ;" and 
elsewhere, the Koran asserts that "not only he whom God directs is }ed in the right way, 
but that he whom He leads into error is forsaken, or reprobated, (Vid. Cedrenus in Histor. 
Compendio. pag. 348; Evodius, in his "Acts of the Forty-two Martyrs," yoL vi art 53; 
Damascenes' " Book of Heresieii ;" Arthur Thomas' " Triumph of the Cross," p. 1 1 and 88 ; , 
Gualterus' Chronology, pag. 539; Euthyitii Zisabeni Panoplia Dogmatics, &c) The 
Giabarianft, (a branch of the much-divided Sect of the Mahometan Motaxelites) deny that 
man has free will, beliering God to be the Author and Creator of all his good and bad 
actions; the Morgians, another Sect of Mahometans, maintain that sin cannot hurt a 
believer, because (which the Moazelite Mahometans also believe) that a Musselman, elected 
to eternal life, cannot finally fall from a state of faith, although he may foully fall by the 
commission of enormous crimes. From these remarks it would appear that the doctrine of 
Predestination was rather the doctrine of the Mahometan Koran than of the Bible, were we 
not too well satisfied that it is not confined to that Sect; for instance, the Sect of Popish 
Beguards during Pope Clement V. held all the peculiar doctrines of Calvinism, together 
with the Wesleyan doctrine of Christian Perfection ; the Popish Jansenists assert that 
Christ died only for those who are saved, and that man can neither resist, nor reject Graqe, 
they also deny the doctrine of free will; the Popish Quietist* (who were secretly abetted by 
Pope Innocent XI.) exclusive of various extravagant delusions, denied the doctrine of free 
Will, and that all men ought to wait for the divine operation or Regeneration of the Holy 
Spirit, as the Instrument waits for the Workman ; and the Dominican and Augustine 
Friars still contend for the Irresistibility of divine grace f and unconditional election. 1* 



368 

considerable support from the Scriptural use and meaning of the 
terms " Elected" and " Reprobated;*' neither of which are spoken 
of as a part of Salvation, or condemnation, infallibly decreed. 
The word " Elect" is never applied exclusively either in the Old 
or New Testament, to those who are obedient to the commandments 
of God, nor confined to individuals who must necessarily be saved, 
or even those who will actually be saved. That the word " Elect," 
when applied to any person, or any number of persons, does not 
signify predestinated to eternal happiness in the world to come, or 
destined for eternal Salvation by it, is apparent from the fact that 
the wicked (as well as the good) are denominated in Scripture the 
chosen or elect; and that as such Election is described as not 
necessarily preventing disorderly behaviour, nor necessarily causing 
obedience to the precepts of the Gospel, many elect persons were 
not saved. Thus in the Old Testament the whole nation of the 
Jews, (that is, all the descendants of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, 
including both good and bad,) is said to be elected or chosen, and 
denominated "chosen" and "elect of God;" aud it is worthy of 
remark, that in the numerous passages of the Old Testament, in 
which they are thus spoken of, there is not the slightest allusion 
to their being predestinated to happiness in the world to come; nor 
indeed will any one contend that all the Jews (although all are 
said to have been elected) were designed for eternal Salvation. 
Moreover, in 'the New Testament, we read that St. Paul, instead 
of representing the " Saints which were at Bphesus" (whom he 
calls "chosen" and "predestinated unto the adoption of children 
by Jesus Christ to Himself,"*) as certain, that after allowing the 
possibility of their walking unworthily u of the vocation wherewith 
they were called,"t and of their incurring the wrath of God by 
disobedience, he guards them against the deceits which bring down 
*' the wrath of God upon the children of disobedience," thereby 
implying that although "Saints," "chosen, 1 ' and " predestinated," 
they may incur the wrath, of God by disobedience, yield to sinful 
temptations, and consequently fail of Salvation. The same Apostle, 

fact, it would not be difficult to trace this error (for such I consider it) to the heretics of 
the Primitive Church ; thus the Valentinian heretics, (whom Inenosus strongly condemns) 
affirms that one part of mankind can obtain Salvation, and another part are incapable of 

. -obtaining it ; that some men are naturally good, and some naturally bad ; that <ome are 
ordained to be saved, and others to perish ; hence they called themselves the elect seed, 
pre-ordained to Salvation ; the Manichean heretics denied the freedom of the human will; 

' spoke of the Elect as persons who could not sin, or fail of Salvation ; and contended that the 
nature of man is incapable of improvement, or change ; moreover the Basilidian heretics 
{who considered Kaith as a gift, and not as the rational consent of a mind endowed with 
free will, or as in any degree acquired by human exertion,) believed in the doctrine of 
Election, as conveying an assurance of free will— In a word, we can trace something of this 
neresy (if I may caH it such) in the very days of the Apostles; for Simon Magus (of whom 
mention Is made to the Acts, and who is called by the early Ecclesiastical Historians, the* 
first Christian heretic,) asserted that men were saved according to God's Grace and Election, 
and not according to just works. 

• Eph. i h 4, * f Chap. if. J. 
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(although he declares of the Thessalomans'that "he knows their 
election of God,"* and that " God had from the beginning chpsen 
them to Salvation," t) yet so far from believing their election to be 
a proof of their Salvation being irreversibly decreed, he enter tains' 
apprehensions "lest by some means the tempter should have 
tempted them, and his labour be in vain,** for that some of those 
so "chosen by God to Salvation," " walked disorderly," and be 
doubted whether they would obey his precepts, that is, whether 
they would be saved ;J which sufficiently proves that the being 
" chosen by God to Salvation " did not preveut disorderly behaviour, 
nor necessarily cause obedience, to the commands of an inspired 
Apostle. Moreover, it is very certain that St. Peter did not mean 
to assert that all the persons whom be calls " elected according to 
the foreknowledge of God,"§ would, or necessarily must be saved, 
because among other precepts and exhortations, he enjoins them to 
" give diligence to make their calling and election sure ,"jj for if 
that election had included an infallible decree, he could not call 
upon them to make an infallible decree sure ; nay he even predicts 
{notwithstanding their election) that their Salvation might be 
defeated by their being seduced from the faith of Christ "by false 
teachers.'*1I It is, therefore, very clear that the "Election" or 
" Predestination** spoken of in the New Testament, (and upon 
which our Calviuistic Brethreu ground their doctrine of a divine 
decree,) refers to this life only, and that it relates to God's eternal 
purpose to make known to certain nations the mystery of His will 
in the blessings of the Gospel ; and, therefore, that the " Elected" 
are those who have been called to, and have embraced Christianity; 
who notwithstanding such Election may (as we have already seen) 
incur the wrath of God by disobedience, and, consequently, fail of 
Salvation, inasmuch as that they are elected in this world only. 
To the Jews Election was au introductory and preparatory step 
to the execution of God*s merciful scheme of human redemption, 
through the incarnation and sufferings of Christ. Accordingly in 
the New Testament we find that St. Peter tells indiscriminately 
the " strangers scattered throughout Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, 
Asia, and Bithynia," (£ve very extensive countries,) that they 
ere all of them " elect, according to the foreknowledge of God,"** 
and " a chosen generation^ a peculiar people," &c.;+t it is, there- 
fore, evident that St. Peter, by the term " elect, according to the 
foreknowledge of God," refers to the calling of men to the knowledge 
of the Gospel, which like every other circumstance relative to this 
gracious dispensation was foreknown by God; because it has been 
already proved that he did not mean that they were to be saved. 
Again, at the close of this same Epistle, St. Peter writes, " the 
Church that is at Babylon, elected together with you, saluteth 

* 1 Th«8i. i. 4 f 2 Thess. iL la $ 2 Then. iii. 11. 14. \ 1 *•* i h * 
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yon ;" from which passage, as he calls the whole Church of Babylon 
" elect/' it is sufficiently proved that the word is applied generally- 
to collective bodies of Christians; that is, to all who in one or 
more cities or countries professed Christianity, without any dis- 
crimination, and, therefore, not only not confined to individuals, 
who must necessarily be saved, or who were predestinated by God 
to certain Salvation, but not even to those who will actually be 
saved. This idea is confirmed in his second Epistle; for the same 
persons whom in his first Epistle he had addressed as " Elect, 
according to the foreknowledge of God," in his second Epistle he 
addresses as " those that had obtained like precious faith with us, 
through the righteousness of God, and our Saviour Jesus Christ,"* 
so that to be " elect," and to be " a believer in Christ," are the 
same thing. To conclude, as the term " Elected " is applied not 
to particular persons, but to the whole Christian Church, and so 
denotes all those who embraced th,e Gospel ; in like manner, the 
term "Reprobated" means those who voluntarily rejected it, and 
so refers to the whole nation of unbelieving Jews, and to all 
disbelieving nominal Christians. This is evident, particularly from 
the primary signification of the Greek word employed by the New 
Testament writers upon this subject,t which (being a metaphor 
taken from metals that are rejected, if they be not pure, and 
according to the standard,) implies " not affording any proof" of 
sincerity, or as we call it, "not being found proof." Thus, Europe 
may be said to be "elected," that is, admitted to the "marvellous 
light of the Gospel," and believing in the Christian Religion, and 
•Africa " reprobated," that is, still wandering in the darkness- of 
heathenism. We, therefore, infer, that by "Election" is not 
meant an irrespective decree of eternal happiness to individual 
Christians exclusively, but a gracious purpose of God to make a 
conditional offer of Salvation to all who shall embrace the Gospel 
through the merits of His blessed Son, and to save those who He 
foreknew wonld obey; and, that neither in the Law, nor in the 
Gospel, does He promise certain and infallible Salvation, or 
threaten absolute and inevitable perdition to any number, or to any 
description of persons, except as they shall, or shall not comply 
with the expressed conditions. 

* 2 Pet ii. 
f 1 do in my conscience believe, that if the controverted passages in St. Paul's Epistles 
("in which," as St Peter observes, " are many things hard to be understood,") had been 
translated with a stricter adherence to the original, the Word of God would have been 
better understood, and unsound divinity would not so easily have passed with the illiterate 
for Gospel, nor its Preachers for Evangelical Ministers— For instance, the word translated 
"Reprobate" in our authorized Version might, with greater propriety, have been rendered 
" wanting proof,"— the verb o\>x/f*a£a; (which is derived from %oxi^n meaning the proofs 
or trial of metals by fire to ascertain their purity, and freedom from heterogenous mixture,) 
signifies to fry, prove, or assay ; accordingly, the word tioxifAOt signifies proved, approved* 
and tried, as refiners do metals by fire, in which sense it is'used by the LXX for the Hebj ew 
wort "mesqueq," refined, (1 Chron. xxviii. 18 ; xxix. 1) and for "mehur," pure, purified, 
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Q. 93.-~Hoic do p*u refute the Calvinistic doctrine of im» 
ristibfa Grace 1 

The Church of England believes on the authority o£ the Won* 
of God that the influence of the Holy Spirit it not irresistible, lor 
the Scriptures iovafiaWy represent that Divine Being not as » 
forcing, but as an assisting power, the acceptance ef thai aneistance 
depending entirely upon od* selves. It is one thing to give m man 
power to act, and another \& force him to act ; for a man's wittin 
vtoi iuflneitced by hfr po#er, nor is the power to will aad work,, a 
constraint to will' and work* The idea of an irresistible power, 
actually exercised over the minds of men in the work of salvation,, 
is repugnant to the principles of the Gospel, because the Gospel 
requires duty towards God, and d»ty towards our neighbour, and 
the very idea of duty implies sotoethiag to be done by man, whack 
he may do, or not do, and (bis free agency cannot exist where the 
mind is under the influence of a resistless power. Moreover onr 
tin belief ami impenitence arc imputed to os as our own fault, the 
consequence of a resistance of the Spirit of God, bnt if we bad not 
the power to resist, it would not be oar fault. To begin with 
the Old Testament, we meet with the following passages, which 
sufficiently prove that the Spirit of God may be withstood, and 
that it rests with ourselves whether we will obey its suggestions— 
"I have called, and ye refused; 1 have stretched oat my hand, 

(2 Chron. ix. 17.) and also unproved, approved, (acceptable) men in the furnace of adversity, 
(Ecelu*. ii. 5, and Jas. i. 2. ; compare Rom. xlv. IS ; xvl. 10 ; 2 Cor. x. 8 ; xiii. 7 ; 2 Ttm.ii. Hr; 
mad 1 Cor. xi. 19.} Now the word tc^QKifAOr, translated " reprobate," (and which occurs, 
1 think, but fcix tiroes, viz. in an active sense, Rom. i. 28; 2 Tim. iii. 8} and Tit. i. 16; and 
in a passive sense, 1 Cor. ix. 27; Heb. vi. 8j and 2 Cor. xiii. o. 7.) is derived from this same 
word SoxifAtK, the negative at being prefixed, and is properly applied iuthe New Testament 
to metals, and refers to that part of them which upon refining ie thrown away as drossy and 
worthiest, and accordingly in the LXX the word a^cnufAOS answers to the Hebrew word 
"sigim," dross; (see lsa. i. 22; and Prov. xxv. 4)— Hence we infer that the word 
•* Reprobate" ought to have been rendered "not affording any proof (i.e. of genuineness 
or sincerity,) or as we call it, " not being found proof,** and for that reason rejected, as 
impure, and not according to the Etandard, —Numerous other instances could be adduced 
connected with this controversy, in which the original word has been improperly rendered, 
and in which the sense of the Greek is (if I may so speak) less CalrrnisHc than that of the 
Bngliah ; for example) hi ihe passage " as many as were ordained to eternal life, believed, 4 ' 
the word translated "ordained" (rfrayjxfvof) might have been rendered with greater 
precision " disposed,** that is, fit; the same word in 1 Cor. xvi. 15. is rendered *' addicted?* 
it is used by Greek writers to denote men that are disposed and lit for any thing or office; 
without any sort of reference to any other person rathe disposer —I Deed not hint moreover 
that the use of "shall" in the authorised Version in texls of this description, instead of 
*• will," materially alters the real sense of a passage— thus " he shaU be damned " Implies an 
absolute decree, whilst " he trill be damned" not only implies no such decree, bnt distinctly 
recognizes a free will on the person of the person so puuiahed.— No little mischief, also, has 
be#h effected by the expression "justified by faith j" it should have invariably been translated 
"justified thrtmgh faith ;" for in the New Testament, whenever the justification of men by 
faith is mentioned, the expression is tt/fif, ix m^tus, hat m$%us, or ha ryt 
4n?ta>s, and never ha toi?t9 9 ot ha tuv Qrtftv, (see Rom. i. 17; iii. 22. 83. 30. 
Gal. iii. 8; Epli. ii. 8. &c) and ft is well known that ha when it governs & genitive 
case, signifies through, and when it governs an accusative case it siguifies by, or on < 
of; that is, in the former case it indicates the means, in the latter the came. 
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and no man regarded /** "Have 1 any pleasure at all in the death 
of the widked, and not that he should return from his ways and 
liveV't "Why will ye die, O house of Israel, for I have no 
pleasure in the death of him that diet hi" J " What<coii1d have been 
•done more to my vineyard that 1 have not done in it? wherefore, 
when I looked that it should bring forth grapes, brought it forth wild 
grapes ?"§ The same doctrine is also maintained by the writers 
of the New Testament; for our Saviour is therein made to declare 
to men in general, " Ye will not come that ye might -have life ;" 
and again, "O Jerusalem, Jerusalem, which kill est the Prophets, 
and stonest them that are sent unto thee, how often would I have 
gathered thy children together as a hen gathereth her brood under 
her wings, and ye would not;"\\ moreover if grace were irresistible, 
the Scribes and Pharisees could not have prevented any entering 
Heaven, and yet He says, "Woe unto you Scribes and Pharisees, 
for ye shut up the kingdom of God against men ; for ye neither go 
in yourselves, neither suffer ye them that are entering to go in ;" 
again, if grace be irresistible, it roust effect the salvation of men 
without any effort or exercise of their own will ; bat if so, why 
did our Saviour reproach the obstinate infidelity of the Jews, or 
.emphatically ask, "Why even of yourselves judge ye notttfhftMs 
right !"H We read that Stephen, in his answer Ho the abroga- 
tion of blasphemy before the High'Priest, said, # "Ye stiff-nocked, 
and uncirenmcised in heart and ears, ye do always resist the Holy 
Ghost."** To turn to the Epistles; if the Apostles who wrote 
them under the immediate direction of the Holy-Spirit, 'had known 
that the irresistible influence of the same Spirit would ultimately 
and necessarily secure the salvation of the Christians to whom they 
wrote, why did they express in their Epistles so much anxiety that 
their converts should walk worthy of their vocation ; because such 
earnestness in enforcing the duty and necessity of aetive exertion 
is inconsistent with the doctrine of a passive waiting for the 
irresistible graee and impulse of the Holy Spririfc; thus St. Paul 
«< beseeches" the Christians "that they receive not the grace of 
God in vain" and he even allows the possibility of himself having 
received it " in vain," and surely, all other Christians may admit 
the same possibility; thereby proving beyond a doubt that the 
influence of the Holy Spirit may be withstood, and that it rests 
with ourselves whether we will obey its suggestions. The Scriptures 
also teach us that we may vhate the light," that wo may "do 
despite unto the Spirit of grace," that wo may "strive" and 
•'rebel" against the Holy Spirit, that we may " grieve "ft and 
"vex" Him, "reject" and "turn" from Him, and even "quench" 
Him.JJ In fact, is there a single passage in the New Testament 
which leads us to suppose that any supernatural power is exerted 

♦ Fror.i.24. tEnk.xYtti.83. t Ezak. xyiii. 3L 38. 4 Isaiah t. i. HLuktxiit** 
lLnkextt.97. ♦* AcUviLSl. t+ Eph.tr. 3a *| 1 Thm. T. UL 
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over the minds of men,* aiid still less that that power is 
irresistible? We may, therefore, conclude that the iufluence of the 
Holy Spirit is not irresistible, that is, that it does not necessarily 
cause men to perform good works, that it points out the way of 
health and life, but that it rests with ourselves whether we will 
follow its directions, and, therefore, that a man may resist, and 
do despite to it by turning to sin aiid wickedness in opposition to 
its dictates. 

Q. 94.-—//OW do you prove the doctrine of the Final Perseverance 
. of the Elect to be unscriptural, that is, that the Saints may fall 
finally from a state of grace ? 

This doctrine is so inseparably connected with that of Election, 
that it falls to the ground if that be but refuted. Now as the 
doctrine of Election has already been shown to have no warrant or 
foundation in Scripture, it would be unnecessary to disprove this 
of the Final Perseverance of the Elect. I will, however, cite the 
following passages of Scripture which are conclusive upon the point, 
after observing that the Text which is produced in support of it, 
proves nothing at all, because our Saviour therein speaks only " of 
the sheep who hear his voice/' who "if they follow him shall 
. never perish." t Thus it is written, "The Lord said unto Moses, 
■ whoever hath sinned against me, him will I blot out of my book ;" 
. it is therefore evident that a man may receive grace to have bis 
name written in the book of life, which afterwards may be blotted 
out; again, the man of God is represented in Scripture as being 
" turned like the dog to his own vomit again, and like the sow 
that was washed, to her wallowing in the mire, and the last 
end of such an one is represented to be worse than the first ;"% 
we read also that God will manifest towards us "goodness, if we 
continue in our goodness, otherwise we shall be cut of,-" again, 
if the Elect, who are to use our Lord's Prayer, cannot fall away, 
why did our Saviour command them, to pray not to be " led into 
temptation !"§ Why, moreover, in His Parable of the Sower, 
docs He speak of those who " for a while believed, and in time of 
temptation fell awayV% Why did Paul and Barnabas exhort the 
Disciples « to continue in the grace of God,"U if they con Id never 
fall from that grace? The Apostle St. Pfcul himself speaks to this 
point when he expresses a fear '< lest having preached unto others, 
he himself should be ncast*away;"** he, moreover, tells the Gala tians 
that ••they were fallen from grace;" ft and in writing to the 
Thessalonians' he says-, " we live, if we stand fast in the Lord,"JJ 
which implies a doubt of our "standing' fast " and a possibility of 
falling from grace. .and, therefore, in the same Epistle he admo- 
nishes them not to. "quench the Spirit."§§ He distinctly asserts 

« See Quest. 89. + John x. 26. 28. t 2 Pet. ii. 22. i Matt vi. l& R Luke fin. 13. 

f Acts xiii. 4a ** 1 Cor. ix. 27. ft Gal. v. 4. 

JJ i The$s. UL 8. $ S 1 Theis. v. 19. 



369 

iu his Epistle to Timothy that we may "put away faith and a good 
conscience," and "concerning faith make shipwreck ,"H that is, 
forfeit our claim to eternal life. The same Apostle informs the 
Hebrews that "the Just shall live by faith, but that if he draw 
back, God will have no pleasure in him," that " we are made 
partakers of Christ, if we hold the beginning of our confidence 
stedfast unto the end,"** and in the same Epistle he asserts the 
possibility of falling finally from a state of grace, declaring it to be 
" impossible for those who were once enlightened, and have tasted 
of the heavenly gift, and were made partakers of the Holy Ghost, 
and have tasted the good word of God, and the powers of the 
. world to come, if they shall fall away, (v*e*mt<Twr*s 9 having 
fallen away?) to renew them again to repentance ; seeing they 
crucify to themselves the Son of God afresh," &c.tt St. Peter in 
Jus General Epistle assures those who had "obtained like precious 
faith with himself through the righteousness of Christ,*' that their 
state was only of possible salvation and conditional, for "if" says 
he, " ye do these things/' (that is, the . good works which he had 
before mentioned,) "ye shall never fall," J J thereby implying that 
if they did them not, they should finally fall; and in the same 
Epistle he asserts that there is a danger that men " after having 
escaped the Pollution of the world through the knowledge of the 
Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ, should be again entangled therein, 
and overcome /'§§ and St. John thus exhorted the elect lady and 
her children, " look to yourselves, that we lose not those things 
which we have wrought, but that we receive a full reward ; since 
whosoever transgresseth, and abideth not in the doctrine of Christ, 
hath not God/*||j| which implies a possibility of " losing" and " not 
abiding" in the doctrine of God. From these passages of Scripture 
(and from numerous others which may be cited) we infer that it 
is possible to fall finally from a state of grace, and to forfeit our 
claim to eternal life. 



INFERENCES FROM THE PRECEDING ARGUMENTS. 

Because it has been proved that the doctrines of Predestination, Irresistible 
Grace, und Finai Perseverance, have no foundation in Scripture, therefore, 
the Oalvinists have causelessly separated from the Communion of the Church of 
England on account of her rejection of those doctrines. 



T 1 Tim. i. 19. ** Heb. Hi. 14. ft Heb. yi. 4. 5. & %% 2 Pet i. 1. 10. 
It 2 Pet. ii. 20, till 8 John, yer. 8. 9. 
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A PRATE*. FOU UNITY* 

God tlhe father of our Lord Jesus Christ, out only Saviour, 
vtbe Primee of Peaoe; give nis grate seriously to lay to heart the 
]fAMt danglers we are in by oar uriheppy divisions. Take away all 
hatred and <prejudfoo, .and whatsoever elae may hinder us from 
% ,godly union and'eoncord ; that as there is but one Body, and one 
Spirit, and me Hope 'of our calling; one Lord, one Faith, one 
.Baptism, one God and Father of us all ; so we may henceworth be 
all of one heart, and of one soul, united in one holy bond of truth 
lanti peace, of faith and charity; and may with one mind and one 
sjnouth glorify thee ; through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen. 



♦ See m Form of Prayer for the Twenty-ninth day of January," in the Book of 
Common Prayer, 
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